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Pg. #

CNCL-10

City Council

Council Chambers, City Hall
6911 No. 3 Road

Monday, April 24, 2017
7:00 p.m.

ITEM

MINUTES

1. Motion to:

(1) adopt the minutes of the Regular Council meeting held on April 10,
2017 (distributed previously); and

(2) adopt the minutes of the Regular Council meeting for Public
Hearings held on April 18, 2017.

AGENDAADDITIONS & DELETIONS

PRESENTATION

2017 Lulu Awards to Recognize Urban Excellence.

COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE

2. Motion to resolve into Committee of the Whole to hear delegations on
agenda items.
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5372221

ITEM

Delegations from the floor on Agenda items.

PLEASE NOTE THAT FOR LEGAL REASONS, DELEGATIONS ARE
NOT PERMITTED ON ZONING OR OCP AMENDMENT BYLAWS
WHICH ARE TO BE ADOPTED OR ON DEVELOPMENT
PERMITS/DEVELOPMENT VARIANCE PERMITS - ITEM NO. 16.

Motion to rise and report.

RATIFICATION OF COMMITTEE ACTION

CONSENT AGENDA

PLEASE NOTE THAT ITEMS APPEARING ON THE CONSENT
AGENDA WHICH PRESENT A CONFLICT OF INTEREST FOR
COUNCIL MEMBERS MUST BE REMOVED FROM THE CONSENT
AGENDA AND CONSIDERED SEPARATELY.

CONSENT AGENDA HIGHLIGHTS

= Receipt of Committee minutes

= 2017-2018 Richmond RCMP Detachment Annual Performance Plan —
Community Priorities

=  Annual Property Tax Rates (2017) Bylaw No. 9695

= Land use applications for first reading (to be further considered at the
Public Hearing on May 15, 2017):

= 8511 No. 4 — Rezone from RS1/E to ZS29 (Pak Ching Chan and
Anna Lei Ling Lee — applicant)

= 5071 Steveston Highway — Rezone from RS1/E to RTL4 (Oris
(TLP) Developments Corp. — applicant)

=  Standardization of City's Single and Tandem Axle Vehicle Fleet

= Report 2016: Recycling and Solid Waste Management - On Track for
80% Waste Diversion

=  Post Winter Roads and Paving Program Update

Motion to adopt Items No. 6 through No. 13 by general consent.

CNCL -2
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Item
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Pg. # ITEM

CNCL-40
CNCL-45
CNCL-47
CNCL-76

CNCL-80

CNCL-89

5372221

COMMITTEE MINUTES

That the minutes of:
(1) the Community Safety Committee meeting held on April 11, 2017;
(2) the General Purposes Committee meeting held on April 18, 2017;

(3) the Planning Committee meeting held on April 19, 2017;

(4) the Public Works and Transportation Committee meeting held on
April 20, 2017;

be received for information.

2017-2018 RICHMOND RCMP DETACHMENT  ANNUAL

PERFORMANCE PLAN - COMMUNITY PRIORITIES
(File Ref. No. 01-0340-35-LCSA1) (REDMS No. 5333849 v. 3)

See Page CNCL-80 for full report

COMMUNITY SAFETY COMMITTEE RECOMMENDATION

That Property Crime, Organized Crime — Drug Offences, and Vulnerable
Persons Unit as listed in the staff report titled *“2017-2018 RCMP Annual
Performance Plan — Community Priorities” (dated March 6, 2017 from the
Acting OIC, RCMP), be selected and considered for inclusion in the
Richmond Detachment fiscal 2017-2018 (April 1, 2017 to March 31, 2018)
RCMP Annual Performance Plan.

ANNUAL PROPERTY TAX RATES (2017) BYLAW NO. 9695
(File Ref. No. 12-8060-20-009695) (REDMS No. 5331890)

See Page CNCL -89 for full report

GENERAL PURPOSES COMMITTEE RECOMMENDATION

That the Annual Property Tax Rates (2017) Bylaw No. 9695 be introduced
and given first, second and third readings.

CNCL -3
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CNCL-102

CNCL-133

CNCL-161

5372221

ITEM

10.

11.

APPLICATION BY PAK CHING CHAN AND ANNA LEI LING LEE
FOR REZONING AT 8511 NO. 4 ROAD FROM “SINGLE
DETACHED (RS1/E)” ZONE TO “COACH HOUSE (ZS29) — NO. 4

ROAD” ZONE
(File Ref. No. 12-8060-20-009703; RZ 16-748526) (REDMS No. 5306158 v. 2)

See Page CNCL-102 for full report

PLANNING COMMITTEE RECOMMENDATION

That Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500, Amendment Bylaw 9703 to create the
“Coach House (ZS29) — No. 4 Road” zone, and to rezone 8511 No. 4 Road
from “Single Detached (RS1/E)” zone to “Coach House (ZS29) — No. 4
Road” zone, be introduced and given first reading.

APPLICATION BY ORIS (TLP) DEVELOPMENTS CORP. FOR
REZONING AT 5071 STEVESTON HIGHWAY FROM “SINGLE
DETACHED (RS1/E)” ZONE TO “LOW DENSITY TOWNHOUSES

(RTL4)” ZONE
(File Ref. No. 12-8060-20-009705; RZ 16-734445) (REDMS No. 5356751)

See Page CNCL-133 for full report

PLANNING COMMITTEE RECOMMENDATION

That Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500, Amendment Bylaw 9705, for a site-
specific amendment to the “Low Density Townhouses (RTL4)”” zone and for
the rezoning of 5071 Steveston Highway from *“Single Detached (RS1/E)”
zone to “Low Density Townhouses (RTL4)” zone, be introduced and given
first reading.

STANDARDIZATION OF CITY'S SINGLE AND TANDEM AXLE

VEHICLE FLEET
(File Ref. No. 02-0735-01) (REDMS No. 5329728 v. 3)

See Page CNCL-161 for full report

PUBLIC  WORKS  AND TRANSPORTATION COMMITTEE
RECOMMENDATION

(1) That the Peterbilt make be adopted as the standard for future single
and tandem axle cab and chassis vehicle requirements;

(2) That staff be authorized to competitively bid directly with Peterbilt
dealers to obtain best value; and

CNCL -4
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CNCL-165

CNCL-227

5372221

ITEM

12.

13.

(3) That the Peterbilt make standard for the cab and chassis components
of the City’s single and tandem axle vehicle fleet be reviewed after
five years or sooner if the City does not receive competitive bids in
order to evaluate suitability in relation to overall best value.

REPORT 2016: RECYCLING AND SOLID WASTE MANAGEMENT -

ON TRACK FOR 80% WASTE DIVERSION
(File Ref. No. 10-6370-01) (REDMS No. 5352261)

See Page CNCL-165 for full report

PUBLIC  WORKS  AND TRANSPORTATION COMMITTEE
RECOMMENDATION

That the annual report titled, “Report 2016: Recycling and Solid Waste
Management — On Track for 80% Waste Diversion” be endorsed and
Attachment 1 be made available to the community through the City’s
website and through various communication tools including social media
channels and as part of community outreach initiatives.

POST WINTER ROADS AND PAVING PROGRAM UPDATE
(File Ref. No. 10-6060-05-01) (REDMS No. 5357378 v. 2)

See Page CNCL-227 for full report

PUBLIC WORKS AND  TRANSPORTATION COMMITTEE
RECOMMENDATION

(1) That $202,300 be allocated from the MRN Provision for MRN road
rehabilitation and included as an amendment to the 5 Year
Consolidated Financial Plan (2017-2021); and

(2) That $832,500 be allocated from the Gas Tax Provision for Non
MRN road rehabilitation and included as an amendment to the 5
Year Consolidated Financial Plan (2017-2021).

*khkhkhhkhkkkhkhkhkhihhikhhhhiikx

CONSIDERATION OF MATTERS REMOVED FROM THE
CONSENT AGENDA

*hhkkkhkhkhkkikhkkkhhkkhkkhkkikikkiiikk
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CNCL-232
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ITEM

14.

NON-CONSENT AGENDA ITEMS

PLANNING COMMITTEE
Councillor Linda McPhail, Chair

APPLICATION BY ANTHEM PROPERTIES GROUP LTD. FOR
REZONING AT 10475, 10491, 10511, 10531, 10551, 10571, 10591 AND
10631 NO. 5 ROAD FROM SINGLE DETACHED (RS1/E) TO

MEDIUM DENSITY TOWNHOUSES (RTM3)
(File Ref. No. 12-8060-20-009687/9715; RZ 16-726337) (REDMS No. 5362581)

See Page CNCL-232 for full report

PLANNING COMMITTEE RECOMMENDATION

Opposed: Clir. Loo

1)

(2)

That Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500, Amendment Bylaw 9715, for the
zoning text amendment to Section 3.4 [Use and Term Definitions],
Section 5.4 [Secondary Suites], Section 8.6 [Low Density Townhouses
(RTL1, RTL2, RTL3, RTL4)], Section 8.7 [Medium Density
Townhouses (RTM1, RTM2, RTM3)], Section 8.8 [High Density
Townhouses (RTH1, RTH2, RTH3, RTH4)] and Section 8.9 [Parking
Structure Townhouses (RTP1, RTP2, RTP3, RTP4)], to allow
secondary suites in townhouse developments, be introduced and given
first reading; and

That Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500, Amendment Bylaw 9687, for the
rezoning of 10475, 10491, 10511, 10531, 10551, 10571, 10591 and
10631 No. 5 Road from “Single Detached (RS1/E)” to *“Medium
Density Townhouses (RTM3)”, be introduced and given first reading.

CNCL -6
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CNCL-288
CNCL-339

5372221

ITEM

15.

AGRICULTURALLY ZONED LAND: SUMMARY OF PUBLIC
CONSULTATION AND PROPOSED BYLAWS LIMITING
RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT IN THE AGRICULTURE (AG1)

ZONE
(File Ref. No. 12-8060-20-009706/9707/9712; 08-4057-10) (REDMS No. 5369332)

See Page CNCL -288 for full report

See Page CNCL -339 for staff memorandum with revised Bylaws

PLANNING COMMITTEE RECOMMENDATION

Opposed: Cllrs. Loo and Steves

(1) That Richmond Official Community Plan Bylaw 9000, Amendment
Bylaw 9706, be introduced and given first reading;

(2) That Richmond Official Community Plan Bylaw 9000, Amendment
Bylaw 9706, having been considered in conjunction with:

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

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

is hereby found to be consistent with said program and plans, in
accordance with section 477(3)(a) of the Local Government Act;

(3) That Richmond Official Community Plan Bylaw No. 9000,
Amendment Bylaw No. 9706, having been considered in conjunction
with Section 477(3)(b) of the Local Government Act, be referred to
the Agricultural Land Commission for comment;

(4) That Richmond Official Community Plan Bylaw 9000, Amendment
Bylaw No. 9706, having been considered in accordance with Section
475 of the Local Government Act and the City’s Official Community
Plan Bylaw Preparation Consultation Policy 5043, is found not to
require further consultation;

(5) That Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500, Amendment Bylaw 9707
(Maximum Farm Home Plate Area and Setbacks in the AG1 Zone),
be introduced and given first reading;

(6) That Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500, Amendment Bylaw 9712
(Maximum House Size in the AG1 Zone), be introduced and given
first reading, provided that the maximum floor area of 500 m% as
shown in section 2 of Bylaw 9712, be amended to set the maximum
floor area for a principal dwelling unit to be 500 m? for lots less than
0.2 hectares and 1000 m? for lots 0.2 hectares or greater; and

CNCL -7
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CNCL-355

CNCL-357

CNCL-361

CNCL-365

5372221

ITEM

(7)  That upon adoption of a bylaw limiting house size in the AG1 zone,
staff be directed to prepare the necessary Zoning Bylaw amendments
to implement similar density limits in all other zoning that permits
single family development in the Agricultural Land Reserve.

PUBLIC ANNOUNCEMENTS AND EVENTS

NEW BUSINESS

BYLAWS FOR ADOPTION

Richmond Zoning Bylaw No. 8500, Amendment Bylaw No. 9291
(7180 Railway Avenue, RZ 14-674043)

Opposed at 1% Reading — None.

Opposed at 2"%/3" Readings — None.

Richmond Official Community Plan Bylaws 7100 and 9000, Amendment
Bylaw 9114

Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500, Amendment Bylaw 9115

(5320, 5340 and 5360 Granville Avenue and 7260 Lynnwood Drive, RZ 12-
610630)

Opposed at 1% Reading — None.

Opposed at 2"/3" Readings — None.

Richmond Official Community Plan Bylaws 7100 and 9000, Amendment
Bylaw 9230

(5300 Granville Avenue, RZ 12-610630)

Opposed at 1% Reading — None.

Opposed at 2"/3" Readings — None.

CNCL -8
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Pg. # ITEM

CNCL-369 Richmond Zoning Bylaw No. 8500, Amendment Bylaw No. 9642
(8360/8380 Sierpina Place, RZ 16-737179)
Opposed at 1% Reading — None.
Opposed at 2"%/3" Readings — None.

DEVELOPMENT PERMIT PANEL

16. RECOMMENDATION

See DPP Plan Package (distributed separately) for full hardcopy plans

CNCL-371 (1) That the minutes of the Development Permit Panel meeting held on
April 12, 2017, and the Chair’s report for the Development Permit
CNCL-376 Panel meetings held on April 13, 2016, April 27, 2016 and February

15, 2017, be received for information; and
(2) That the recommendations of the Panel to authorize the issuance of:

(@) a Development Permit (DP 15-697654) for the property at 8191
Alexandra Road; and

(b) a Development Permit (DP 16-743848) for the property at 6622
and 6688 Pearson Way;

be endorsed, and the Permits so issued.

ADJOURNMENT

CNCL -9
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Richmond

Regular Council meeting for Public Hearings

Place;

Present:

Call to Order:

Tuesday, April 18, 2017

Council Chambers
Richmond City Hall

Mayor Malcolm D. Brodie
Councillor Chak Au
Councillor Derek Dang
Councillor Carol Day
Councillor Ken Johnston
Councillor Alexa Loo
Councillor Bill McNulty
Councillor Linda McPhail
Councillor Harold Steves

Claudia Jesson, Acting Corporate Officer

Mayor Brodie opened the proceedings at 7:00 p.m.

RICHMOND ZONING BYLAW 8500, AMENDMENT BYLAW 9293
(RZ 14-670471)

(Location: 11671 and 11691 Cambie Road; Applicant: Interface Architecture
Inc.) '

Applicant’s Comments:

The applicant was available to respond to queries.

Written Submissions:
(a) Hank Ma, 11888 Mellis Drive (Schedule 1)

In response to a question from Council, staff advised that the road access has -

been revised to restrict access to Cambie Road.

Submissions from the floor:
None.

CNCL -10 1.
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City of |
Richmond ' Minutes

Regular Council meeting for Public Hearings
Tuesday, April 18, 2017

Discussion:

In response to a question from Council, staff advised that a public walkway
would be provided along the eastern boundary of the property to connect
Mellis Drive to Cambie Road.

PH17/1 It was moved and seconded

That Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500, Amendment Bylaw 9293 be given
second and third readings.

CARRIED
Opposed: Cllr. Day

2.  RICHMOND ZONING BYLAW 8500, AMENDMENT BYLAW 9537
(RZ 14-674068)
(Location: 8480 No. 5 Road; Applicant: Matthew Cheng Architect Inc.)

Applicant’s Comments:

The applicant was available to respond to queries.
Written Submissions:

None.

Submissions from the floor:
None.

PH17/2 It was moved and seconded

That Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500, Amendment Bylaw 9537 be given
second and third readings.

CARRIED

3.  RICHMOND ZONING BYLAW 8500, AMENDMENT BYLAW 9646
(RZ 16-728719) .
(Location: 9051 and 9071 Steveston Highway; Applicant: Harj Johal)

Applicant’s Comments:
The applicant was available to respond to queries.

CNCL - 11 2.
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City of
Richmond | Minutes

Regular Council meeting for Public Hearings
Tuesday, April 18, 2017

Written Submissions:
(a8) Taha and Yusra Qaiser, 9093 Steveston Highway (Schedule 2)

‘(b) George Zhuo, 9091 Steveston Highway (Schedule 3)
 (c) Soly Feng, 9091 Steveston Highway (Schedule 4)

In response to a question from Council, staff confirmed that a statutory right-
of-way is registered on the titles of 9093 and 9097 Steveston Highway to
provide vehicular access to the site from the rear lane. The statutory right-of-
way will be removed from the titles when the rear lane is connected to
Mortfield Gate. ‘

Submissions from the floor:
None.

Discussion: :
In response to questions from Council, staff advised that:
. the applicant is required to submit a Construction Parking and Traffic

Management Plan and Lane Closure Request to the City's
Transportation Department for review, prior to issuance of a Building

Permit; and
u parking will be prohibited on Steveston Highway for the duration of the
construction. _
PH17/3 It was moved and seconded

That Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500, Améndment Bylaw 9646 be given
second and third readings.

CARRIED

4. RICHMOND ZONING BYLAW 8500, AMENDMENT BYLAW 9672
(ZT 16-754143)
(Location: 13100 Smallwood Place; Applicant: OpenRoad Auto Group Ltd.)

Applicant’s Comments:
The applicant was available to respond to queries.

Written Submissions:
None.

CNCL - 12 | 3,
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Regular Council meeting for Public Hearings
Tuesday, April 18, 2017

Submissions from the floor:
None.

PH17/4 It was moved and seconded

That Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500, Amendment Bylaw 9672 be given
second and third readings.

CARRIED

5. RICHMOND ZONING BYLAW 8500, AMENDMENT BYLAW 9675
(RZ 16-723761)

(Location: 12320 Trites Road; Applicant: 1056023 Holdings Limited
Partnership)

Applicant’s Comments:
The applicant was available to respond to queries.

Written Submissions:
None.

Submissions from the floor:
None.

Discussion:

It was noted that there would be a loss of industrial land, child care spaces and

. affordable housing as a result of the development. In addition, there was an
expectation that the road along the waterfront would be upgraded to an
industrial road to remove industrial traffic from Trites Road.

Staff provided the following information in response to questions from

Council:

. no applications have been received on any other properties on Trites
Road;

. there is still industrial designated land in the area; and

. the subject property was designated for residential use in the Official
Community Plan (OCP), following extensive public consultation, some
20 years ago.

CNCL -13 o 4.

5371690



City of
Richmond Minutes

Regular Council meeting for Public Hearings
Tuesday, April 18, 2017

It was moved and seconded
That the application be referred back to staff.
DEFEATED
Opposed: Cllrs. Au
| Dang
Johnson
Loo
McNulty
McPhail

PH17/5 It was moved and seconded

That Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500, Amendment Bylaw 9675 be given
second and third readings.

CARRIED
Opposed: Cllrs. Day
Steves

6. RICHMOND ZONING BYLAW 8500, AMENDMENT BYLAW 9684
(RZ 15-713737)
(Location: 10140 and 10160 leayson Drive; Apphcant Benn Panesar)
Applicant’s Comments:
The applicant was available to respond to queries.
Written Submissions:
None.

Submissions from the floor:

Pavel Andrash, 10128 Finlayson Drive, expressed concerns regarding the
proposed rezoning and requested:

. confirmation of undergrounding of BC Hydro and Telus service lines;

" new homes be required to provide on-site parking for the two rental
suites included in the new homes; and

. replacement of the fence along the property line, following completlon
of construction.

CNCL - 14 5.
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City of
Richmond ’ Minutes

Regular Council meeting for Public Hearings

Tuesday, April 18, 2017

Mr. Andrash advised that he would not be opposed to the proposed
subdivision if his requests were fulfilled.

In response to questions from Council, staff confirmed that:

u services would be undergrounded as a condition of the subdivision;

" each home is permitted to include one rental suite and is required to
provide parking on site; and

u staff will speak to the Applicant regarding the replacement of the fence.

It was moved and seconded

That Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500, Amendment Bylaw 9684 be given
second and third readings.

CARRIED

RICHMOND ZONING BYLAW 8500, AMENDMENT BYLAW 9685
(RZ 16-743867) '

(Location: 9680 Aquila Road; Applicant: Mickey Chow)

Applicant’s Comments:

The applicant was available to respond to queries.

Written Submissions:

None.

Submissions from the floor:
None.

It was moved and seconded

That Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500, Amendment Bylaw 9685 be given
second and third readings.

CARRIED

CNCL - 15 6.
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Regular Council meeting for Public Hearings
Tuesday, April 18, 2017

8. RICHMOND ZONING BYLAW 8500, AMENDMENT BYLAW 9686
(RZ 15-708960)
(Location: 9880 Granville Avenue and 7031 No. 4 Road; Applicant: Zhao
XD Architect Litd.)
Applicant’s Comments.

The applicant was available to respond to queries.
Written Submissions:
None.

Submissions from the floor:
None.

PH17/8 It was moved and seconded

That Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500, Amendment Bylaw 9686 be given
second and third readings.

CARRIED

9. RICHMOND ZONING BYLAW 8500, AMENDMENT BYLAW 9694
(ZT 16-753545)
(Location: 9920 River Drive; Applicant: Krahn Engineering Ltd.)

Applicant’s Comments:
The applicant was available to respond to queries.

Written Submissions:
None.

Submissions from the floor:
None.

PH17/9 It was moved and seconded

That Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500, Amendment Bylaw 9694 be given
second and third readings. -

CARRIED
Opposed: Cllr. Steves

CNCL - 16 ‘ 7

5371690



City of
Richmond Minutes

Regular Council meeting‘for Public Hearings
Tuesday, April 18, 2017

10. RICHMOND ZONING BYLAW 8500, AMENDMENT BYLAW 9697
(ZT 15-707253)
(Location: 16160 and 16268 River Road; Applicant: Brook Pooni
Associates)
Applicant’s Comments: .
A representative of Brook Pooni Associates reviewed the application and the
commitments and voluntary contributions being offered by the Applicant.
Written Submissions:
None.

Submissions from the floor:
None. .

PH17/10 It was moved and seconded

That Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500, Amendment Bylaw 9697 be given
second and third readings.

CARRIED

11. RICHMOND ZONING BYLAW 8500, AMENDMENT BYLAW 9698
(ZT 14-656010)
(Location: 11991 Steveston Highway; Applicant: Suncor Energy Inc. (Petro-
Canada Inc.))
Applicant’s Comments:

The applicant was available to respond to queries.

Written Submissions:
None.

Submissions from the floor:
None.

Discussion:

In response to a question from Council, staff confirmed that the application is
required as the use is different from the previously approved application.

CNCL -17 ' 8.
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PH17/11 1t was moved and seconded

That Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500, Amendment Bylaw 9698 be given
second and third readings.

CARRIED

12.  BYLAWS RELATED TO SHORT-TERM RENTALS

OFFICIAL COMMUNITY PLAN BYLAW 9000, AMENDMENT
BYLAW 9691; RICHMOND ZONING BYLAW 8500, AMENDMENT
BYLAW 9647; RICHMOND ZONING BYLAW 8500, AMENDMENT
BYLAW 9692

(Location: City-Wide; Applicant: City of Richmond)

In accordance with Section 100 of the Community Charter, Councillor
Carol Day declared herself to be in a conflict of interest as her husband owns
a bed and breakfast and left the meeting at 7:33 p.m.

Applicant’s Comments:
The applicant was available to respond to queries.

Written Submissions.
(a) Terrance Sawasy, 9240 Walford Street (Schedule 5)

& . N (5chcdul 6)

Submissions from the floor:

Brian Cooper, 5511 Cathay Road, advised that he is the co-owner of the Stone
Hedge Bed and Breakfast. Mr. Cooper expressed concern that the proposed
bylaw revisions do not include the requirement for licenced bed and
breakfasts (B&Bs) to carry commercial insurance in order to protect guests.

Mr. Cooper recommended that the transfer of the licence be permitted if a
new owner complies with all regulations for a specified length of time e.g. 30
days or 60 days.

In response to questions from Council, staff advised:

u there is no requirement for B&Bs to carry commercial insurance in the
proposed bylaws but it is included in the proposed Bed and Breakfast
Code of Conduct Guidelines; and

" business are permitted to transfer licences to new owners and this
would also apply to licenced B&Bs.

CNCL - 18 | 9.
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Regular Council meeting for Publ.ic Hearings
Tuesday, April 18, 2017

In response to questions from Council, Mr. Cooper advised:

= when Tourism BC was operating, it required a B&B to carry $2 million
of commercial insurance in order to maintain its certification; and

= Stone Hedge Bed and Breakfast is a member of Expedia, which
requires commercial insurance coverage, but not all booking sites have
the same requirement.

Matthew Yeung, resident, agreed with the bylaw provisions allowing up to
two boarders or lodgers in a home without a licence and the requirement to
obtain - a business licence for more than two people and three rooms.
Mr. Yeung expressed concern with the prohibition against homeowners
renting their entire home for a period of less than 30 days. This is a common
practice throughout the world and has been occurring in Richmond for over
10 years without an issue. Mr. Yeung stated that this prohibition restricts the
freedom of the homeowner.

Don Flintoff, resident, requested clarification regarding:

Ll the 500 metre buffer zone; and

= how the buffer zone would apply to a condominium.

In response to Mr. Flintoff’s comments, staff advised that:

n the buffer zone is for a 500 metre radius; and

. under the proposed bylaws, a B&B business would not be permitted in

a condominium or strata property.

Jackie Sawasy, 9240 Walford Street, questioned the party responsible for
monitoring whether home hotels are licenced. Ms. Sawasy reported that the
property adjacent to her home is being operated as a hotel and there are six
similar operations in her neighbourhood.

In response to Ms. Sawasy, Council advised:
. monitoring is based on complaints and the proposed bylaws bolster
enforcement and penalties; and

. there is a requirement that the owner be present if a home is being
operated as a licenced B&B.

Staff provided the following information in response to questions from
Council:

u the addition of four Enforcement Officers will allow the City to be
proactive and to respond quickly to complaints;

CNCL -19 : 10.
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n staff can provide information on the locations of licenced operations;

. a ticket and letters with deadlines to comply have been issued to the
owner of the property adjacent to Ms. Sawasy’s home, as the first stage
of the enforcement program; ‘

. there have been 19 new applications for B&B licences and many have
been rejected,
. the conversion of the garage to a two bedroom rental unit can be dealt

with through a variety of options under the Building Bylaw;

. future public complaints regarding public safety would be handled with
two City inspectors attending the premises together and can be
accompanied by the RCMP if a safety issue is identified; and

. a list of licenced B&Bs is not currently posted to the City website but
this practice could be implemented.

Lynda ter Borg, 5860 Sandpiper Court, questioned how the requirement for
the homeowner to be present would be applied if the owner were not
physically located in Richmond to oversee the B&B business. Ms. ter Borg
recommended that the homeowner be required to be physically available to
attend to the operation of the B&B.

Ms. ter Borg requested clarification of the definition of “Residential Rental
Accommodation” in Part 22 of the Zoning Bylaw and the Business Regulation
Bylaw.

In response to Ms. ter Borg’s comments, staff advised:

u there is no current requirement that the homeowner be present at all
times, however the premises must be the operator’s principal residence;
and '

. the definition of Residential Rental Accommodation is worded to
disallow the rental of the entire home for a period of less than 30 days.

Gary and Suzanne Blair, 13333 Princess Street, advised that they are the
owners of Abercrombie House, and expressed concerns regarding the
potential for the existing site- speciﬁc zoning to be repealed. Mr. Blair
recommended that site-specific zoning be contmued and special rules be
applied for heritage buildings.

Council recommended that Mr. and Mrs. Blair consult with City staff
regarding their specific issues.

In response to a question from Council, staff advised that a development
variance permit could be applied for.

CNCL - 20 11.
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A Steveston resident expressed concern that there is no motivation for B&B
owners to follow the rules, and recommended that:

= penalties for non-compliance be increased; and

" if the RCMP is called to address a noise issue and discovers that an
unlicenced B&B is being operated, it be shut down and the occupants
be required to vacate the home immediately.

In response to the comments, staff informed:

. RCMP is able to shut down a B&B due to noise violations and require
occupants to vacate the home immediately; and

= the fine is per offense per day and after a certain number of fines have
been issued, an application can be made for a court ordered injunction.

Council advised that the RCMP does not have the jurisdiction to enforce a
City bylaw.

Richard Hourie, 11711 Bird Road, recommended that the penalties in the
proposed bylaws be increased and details be included in the bylaws.
Mr. Hourie questioned whether Fire Department inspections and health
inspections are required prior to commencement of the operation of a B&B.

In response to Mr. Hourie’s comments, staff confirmed:

. current practice is to undertake an inspection at the time of application
to ensure compliance with the fire evacuation plan and floor plan
submitted by the B&B operator;

u there are periodic inspections; and

. new construction must meet the current bylaws to have sprinklers in
every room but older construction is required to have smoke detectors
in each room and fire extinguishers.

In response to a question from Council, staff advised that under the
Community Charter, the maximum amount of a fine for each infraction is
$1,000 per day, to a maximum of $10,000 per day.

Kerry Starchuk, 7611 Lancing Place, advised that there is an illegal hotel
operating next door to her home that presents health and safety issues. In the
past, the hotel has been closed down and fines have been issued however, it
continues to operate. Ms. Starchuk advised that City staff have been providing
assistance to resolve the situation.

In response to questions from Council, staff confirmed:

s evidence is being compiled to seek a court ordered injunction;

CNCL - 21 12.
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" an inspection is required at the initial application, annual renewal and
upon receipt of a complaint;

= the only process available to shut down a B&B is through a court
ordered injunction; and

" Health Inspectors will be notified if a health concern is reported.
Jackie Sawasy, 9240 Walford Street, addressed Council a second time and

questioned if the homeowner is required to be present during an annual
inspection.

In response to Ms. Sawasy’s comments, staff advised:

u in the case being referenced, a B&B licence would not be granted; and

u a representative of the operator may provide access to the home during
an annual inspection, but the operator must show proof of residency.

Discussion: |

Staff provided the following information in response to questions from

Council: ,

. the expectation in modern homes is to have a significant number of

bathrooms and bedrooms; and

= . as long as the layout of the home resembles a single-family home, the
City cannot take any action.

PH17/12 It was moved and seconded

That Official Community Plan Bylaw 9000, Amendment Bylaw 9691 be
given second and third readings.

CARRIED

PH17/13 It was moved and seconded

That Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500, Amendment Bylaw 9647 be given
second and third readings.

- CARRIED

PH17/14 It was moved and seconded

That Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500, Amendment Bylaw 9692 be given
second and third readings.

CARRIED

CNCL - 22 13.
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PH17/15 It was moved and seconded

That staff be directed to provide more information on the various
inspections required to obtain and maintain a B&B licence.

CARRIED
ADJOURNMENT
PH17/16 It was moved and seconded
That the meeting adjourn (8:43 p.m.). .
' CARRIED

Certified a true and correct copy of the
Minutes of the Regular meeting for Public
Hearings of the City of Richmond held on
Tuesday, April 18, 2017.

Mayor (Malcolm D. Brodie) Acting Corporate Officer
(Claudia Jesson)

CNCL - 23 ‘ 14.
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Schedule 1 to the Minutes of the

Public Hearing meeting of To Publio Hearing
, Richmond City Council held on peter Al IS, 201F
MayorandCouncillors Tuesday, April 18, 2017. —ier & 1 _
From: Webgraphics ) Re: E;]Pb%q;@(jlfiﬁ
Sent: Monday, 17 April 2017 14:05 ' B‘?’pfﬂ, 1212
To: : ' MayorandCouncillors ’
Subject: Send a SubmissAion_ Online (response #1012)

Send a Submission Online (response #1012)

Survey Information
. Site:|CityWebsite

Page Title: | Send a Submmission Online .~

. URL!|http:/fcms.richmond.ca/Page1793.aspx -

T SubmlSSlon Tlme/Date 4/17/201720533 PIVI

SurVey Responsé

Your Name Hank Ma
Your Address 11888 Mellis Dr

Subject Pro‘perty Address OR

Bylaw Numbor RZ 14-670471

With a our townhouse complex in the south-east
corner of Mellis Drive already creating creating
traffic and parking issues from this neighbourhood
during significant periods of the day (particularly at
Bargen & Cambie), road access should be limited
Comments to Cambie road ONLY. The street along Mellis are
already narrow as it is, with cars cutting the corner
at high rates of speed, there are already concerns
with the existing traffic, which will only get worse if
the 20+ unit proposed development goes ahead
with access to Mellis.

[ R o S T
FHOTOCOMER
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Schedule 2 to the Minutes of the
Public Hearing meeting of

g\;\,\/ SUBMISSION FOR PUBLIC HEARING ON A Richmond City Council held on
FA)( NO. 604-278-5138 Tuesday, April 18, 2017.

F‘rg_, T o amanr
t

- Attn: The Mayor and Cou Clerk’s Office
& ‘Cityof Richrnond .
6911 No. 3 Road

Richmond BC V&Y 2C1

April 12", 2017

Hwy properfy — Right of Way/Public Access over our Private properties

Objections to Re-zoning application RZ16-728712 on the ground that it poses serious risk to
adjacent homeowners and increases the possibility of accidents due to increased traffic in an
unsuitable private lane (Between 9093 & 9097 Steveston Hwy)

Dear sir/fmadam,

We are in receipt of public hearing notice scheduled for April 18™, 2017. As we have been to many
earlier meetings/public hearings with the same city staff. | am not sure what else the city wants us
to present that we had not already presented. We still strongly object to giving public passage over
our private properties based on all the evidence we previously presented related to RZ15-703150.

We had presented an independent legal interpretation on document # BW406323 to the City
council but it seems our every effort falling of City's deaf ears. We have also attached the copy of
this letter for your consideration. This letter is self-explanatory and clearly states that this Statuary
Right of Way (SRW) is only permitted for utility maintenance and NOT for public passage or
access.

We are not objecting city re-zoning Bylaws, the city can very well re-zone but not at the expense of
‘our private properties. We are expressing our strong objection because city is forcefully entering

_onto our private properties and trying to give public access through our private properties. The city
must wait until the back lane is through before allowing re-zoning. Alternatively city. could allow to
keep atleast one access from Steveston Hwy to 9051 and 9071 because both properties have
already two approved entrances from the Steveston Hwy.

[ drove all the way from Dyke to the Watermania and there are no such lanes like this one that
exists on Steveston highway which has public excess. There are some roads but those are owned
by the city. We also offered the city an option of buying this lane from us at the market rate value
but it seems the city is adamant in grabbing our land for free of cost and use as public passage
based on an interpretation of the easement that it was not intended for (i.e. public access).

The letter from the City Bylaw manager (copy attached) to me clearly indicated that Bylaws are not .

- applicable to this [ane because the lane is a private property; it's NOT a PUBLIC ROAD, | am sure
your City Bylaw Manager must have consulted your legal department before issuing that firm
statement. Now City is denying its own statement because City staff feels that they are above the
law of the land. v

We are sure that this current controversial decision could be challenged in the court of [aw but
unfortunately we are working people with limited resources. It is unfair that the city’s legal
department is using our tax money fo give this controversial interpretation of SRW document #
BW406323 which is kept hidden from us under the blanket of so called "Privileged information. If
you talk about fairness, then give us somér\kl)agiﬁet irgm the City public contingency fund to
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challenge this legal interpretation in the court of law. All we are asking is that you be fair to these
homeowners rather than to the developer that stand o gain financially af our expense. Please
don't play with our lives as we are similar to all other residents of Richmond who are paying your
salaries. Put yourself in our shoes before deciding and think about that before making your final
decision '

This is very unfortunate that we voted for these councillors who are supporting this re-zoning.
These councillors supposed to be protecting our rights but unfortunately they blindly decide to go
along with their legal and planning department's advice because they want to protect their polical
seats.

We are really expecting proper justice from the city in this case, Council really needs to connect
with people and broaden their vision. One day you could also be in the same situation. It's very
easy to do the postal service; you really need to analyze the whole situation before making your
final decision. There should be a third independent party with no influence from city hall to handle
such controversial cases.

‘Therefore we are requesting the city council to re-conSIdei ahd reject this re—zonmg application
under the current situation.

Below are the main points that we have been highlighting to the council, please do consider these
genuine facts before making your final decision on this issue;

1. Loss of privacy and intrusion to local community

2. Increased property damage due to vehicle hitting the walls (we have already seen 3 hits on our
retaining walls by non-residents)

3. Inadequacy of parking, traffic generation and endangerment to resident safety

4. Noise and disturbance resulting from increased local traffic

5. Unfounded grounds for the application - This new one sided legal interpretation of our right of
way does not provide evidence of giving the access to public through our properties. The SRW
Document # BW406323 does not automatically allow City to give public access over our private
property. City does need our consent to do that which we have already declined many times.

—The-intent-of-this document. (SRW-document.#.BW406323) was to provide.the.-City-of -Richmond--. ...

the “right of way” for occasional access to maintain the back-lane. The City of Richmond has now
taken the position fo treat this “right of way" as a public road and provide access to the back-lane
for general public. There are many safety concerns if this lane is to be treated as a public road with
regular two-way traffic. This private lane is conhected directly to Steveston Hwy where vehicles are
moving at 65 km/hr and so the turning radius used by some drivers is quite large and the speed at
which they turn is alarming.

This is a narrow lane which poses potential dangers of vehicle colliding with the walls of our home.
Wooden retaining walls have already seen three vehicle hits. [t s a sharp right turn into this lane
with not much advance visibility of any cars coming out at the time someone is going in.

The traffic on Steveston Highway is much heavier than 10 years ago and the city should revisit this
decision to reflect the real traffic situation.

Who is liable for a traffic accident on this private lane due to the increase of traffic imposed
by the City of Richmond and Department of Transportation?

The City of Richmond planner and planning committee dismissed our concemns and deem the lane
to be fit for two way traffic because it is as wide as the back-lane. The back-lane does not connect
to Steveston Hwy, but this lane does.

Request for information/clarification: CNCL - 26
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hwy. It does not matter whose fault it is whenh a bus or truck hits a small car from the back on a
dark rainy day on Steveston Hwy — the folks in the car will be the ones getting hurt. No one even
considered it worth looking up/ trying out despite all of us saying that we are having difficulty with
the existing situation, so we have come to the conclusion that we are not significant enough in the
large scheme of things to be considered. We feel truly sorry for the buyers of the proposed
new homes if this goes forward, They will not know what they are getting into till they move
in and start using this access. Just like we did not realize how difficult this type of access
would be for us. :

We do need piece of mind for our families. This is very unfair imposition. We feel like we are being
victimised by the City’s interpretations of this SRW document. Our original objectnon to give access
to builder over our properties still stands..

A few years back a pedestrian was hit by a visitor while t'urning onto the Steveston Hwy from this
lane meaning more traffic more chances of hitting the pedestrian.

My neighbour “George”, resident of 9091, was alsa involved in an accident. He was coming out of
this lane slowly and a fast moving west bound car hit his car on the front side. These are real
events that the city must re-consider

Everyone agrees that the anterior lane from Mortfield Gate is the solution. Perhaps the reason no
steps are being taken to implement that is because there appears to be a free and easy out.
Can you stop this free and easy out now?

We trust our objections will be taken into consideration in this final hearing.

Sincerely,

.. . Qaiser lgbal and Naureen Qaiser - owner. of 9093 Sfeveston Highway, RichmondBC________ ...
Phone: 604-277-6493, Emalil: g_igbal@hotmail.com

Taha Qaiser and Yusra Qaiser ~ Children above 18 years of age at 9093 Steveston Highway

Attachment: 1. Copy of the Letter from the City ByLaw Manager dated Sep’[ 6th, 2011
2. An independent legal interpretation letter on the SRW document # BW406323 from
Goodwin & Mark LLP

CNCL - 27
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1. Is there any other city road that enables a right turn from Steveston Hwy that has the same

~ wide with no pavement? There's NONE as far as we discussed with City planning
department? . ,

2. Did transportation authority run any safety trials before approvmg this plan for increased
traffic? (Like having someone drive out and another person turn in at the same time) We
would like to know the results of these safety assessments and credible reasons why this is
considered safe regulation of traffic for the public and if there are any other similar roads
(precedents) on Steveston Highway. If not we would like a proper safety assessment. That
it is the same width as the back lane is a poor reason and doss not make us feel safe.

3. Is it acceptable means and method to use private road not design to regular city road
standard as a mean to connect city road (“the back lane") and the Steveston Hwy?

4. If damage or accidents occur on our private properties will the City's insurance cover-off the
costs? Will it be ICBC? Will it be the owner's property insurance?

City Staff’s response to our questions: No we cannot stop anyone from building a larger single

- family home in the way on the anterior lane making this plan permanent. No we have no

information on how many other homes are ready to implement this. No we cannot wait to
implement this solution by bringing the lane in from Mortfield Gate or Roseland Gate. No we
cannot do anything about the risk of the lane getting blocked at any time.

So we have come to the conclusion that no work or planning has been done to ensure the
implementation of the anterior lane. In the private sector, when we prepare a “temporary plan” we
are required to support it with feasibility studies, risk assessments, time line for implementation of
permanent solution, budgets and actions for implementation. It comes as a BIG disappointment
that the same standards do not apply in the public sector. That all it takes to constitute a "PLAN" is
a. color print-out presented by the staff at the planning meetings with purple paint depicting where
they WISH the anterior lane to eventually appear.

We now present a real case to show the outcome of such planning — we have spoken to the owner
affected by a similar sifuation on No 2 Road and Colville Road. The owner expressed that he was

" told that the anterior lane would work its way out and he would have his land back. Many years

have gone by and increased numbers of homes are using the lane but a large home on both sides
has stopped the progress and made the so-called temporary solution permanent. His words were ‘|
will not get my land back in this lifetime”. He expressed his dissatisfaction and helplessness at the
situation. When asked why he did not fight back at that time, the answer brought the true
helplessness of the Richmond resident to the fore. Many residents are not native English speakers,
not only do they find speaking in front of council too daunting and a stage show only, they also are

not able to understand fully what goes on and express themselves well enough to be convincing.

Today we speak for this gentleman as well as the voice of the voiceless. But the voted council is
intended to be the voice of the voiceless. The average resident is not a trained lawyer or a leader
who can communicate well in public. In a city like Richmond, we need a council who can
visualize the common man’s pain beyond what mere words can convey because the sad
truth is that the common man cannot convey. '

We have expressed safety concerns that while turning in from a fast road like Steveston hwy, a
large turning radius is required.. The only answer we receive is that “22ft meets requirements”.
Even an intern from the staff/ transportation has not shown up to drive in and see if it is possible to
tum in without coming to a complete stop while another car is trying to come out. Transportation
can look up how likely it is to be rear-endegh Nflre onggeomes to a complete stop on Steveston
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Goodwin & Mark LLP
- Barristers & Solicitors : i
Trade Mark Agents . TELEPHONE (604) 522-9884
: FAX (604) 526-8044
JOHN R. GOODWIN (Rel) DONALD T. MARK (Ret.) E-mall: alex@goodmark.ca
ALEX SWEEZEY VIRGINIA HAYES R Rel)
PETER J. GOODWIN HERMAN C. CHEUN

. MICHELLE J, RANDALL PATRICK J. MARCH 217 WESTMINSTER BUILDING
. : 713 COLUMBIA STREET
NEW WESTMINSTER, B.C, V3M 1B2

REPLY ATTENTION OF:  Alex Sweezey
OUR FILE #41,403s

December 11, 201_5

Mayor/Councillors A

City of Richmond " Fax vo: (604)278-5139
6911 No. 3 Road ‘

Richmond, B.C.

V6Y 2C1

Attention: Director, City Clerk’s Office

Dear Sirs/Mesdames:

Re: Application RZ 15.703150 by Maryem Ahbib for Rezoning at 9131 Steveston Hwy -
Amendment Bylaw 9505 to Zoning Bylaw 8500 - Public Hearing December 15, 2015 - 7PM

We have been consulted by Qaiser Igbal and Naureen Qaiser, the owners of 9093
- . Steveston Highway, and by M. Anandraj Dorairaj and Nisha Cynlthc owners of 9097 Steveston
Highway, with respect to this rezoning application.

This letter will not address the merits of the rezoning application generally; our
clients and other neighbours have done that separately.

However, our clients have consulted us more specifically about the sxgmﬁcance of

“- - Statutory Right of Way- (“SRW’ ) BW406323w the reZoning applicarion, Our clients have
expressed surprise at the recent change in the City’s interpretation of the SRW. City staff have
always locked at the SRW as simply for sewers, drains, efc., and what our clients and their
. nelghbours otherwxse did with the SRW area over their property was up to them.

Now however, the City seems to be viewing the SRW as a public roadway,
available to the current applicant, for example, to use for access instead of their own driveway.

In our opinion, this is an untenable interprefation of the SRW, as well as an
unrealistic one.

It is instructive to read the SRW carefully.
In Part 1, setting out the objectives of the SRW
“(b) Richmond desires to obtain from the Owner a statutory right of way
10 construct certain Works on, over and under the hereinafier described
portion of the land;

(c) The statutory right of way is necessary for the operation and
maintenance of Richmond's undertaking.”

CNCL - 29
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This is the whole of the purpose of the SRW. There is no other purpose or
objective. .

In Part 2, the specific grant is stated:

“...the Owner does hereby grant unto Richmond the full, free and
uninterrupted right of way for Richmond, is licensees, servants, officials,
workmen, machinery and vehicles, at any time and af their w:ll and
pleasure for the benefit of Richmond.”

Again, the grant itself does nothing to expand the purpose set out in Part 1.

Part 3 then merely sets out the usual specific ways in which Richinond can
exercise the grant given in Part 2, for the purpose set out in Part 1. Anything in Part 3 must be
interpreted as merely xmp]ementmg Parts | and 2, and not as expanding them. If the intent of the
SRW was to establish a public roadway, that would have been stated in Parts | and 2,

Or, in the normal way, in a wholly separate SRW, not imbedded in two or three
words buncd away in a sewer and drainage SRW.

4 In fact, in 40 years of practice, I don’t believe I have ever seen one single
combined SRW used for both purposes, rather than separate SRWs,

And a SRW intended for a pubhc roadway would have consxderably more
provisions Sperﬁc to such use.

: To illustrate the lmpracucahty of this being intended for a public roadway,
consider the very limited restrictions placed upon the Owner. He is not required to do any
maintenance of a roadway, or even to provide one at all. In fact he is prohibited from having a

. concrete driveway.

There is nothing to prevent him from removing all existing ground cover and
replace it with grass, bushes or other vegetation (as long as he does not dlmlmsh or mcrease the
-——————depth), and allowingchildren-to-playin the'whole area:

There is nothing to prevent him from parking vehicles across the SRW area, or
installing a fence (so long as he allows Richmond access for its “Works™.) .

There is a “Lane “ across the North end of the Lots, and perhaps the Applicant can
access that from the West end. But, in our opinion, Richmond has no right to purport to allow the
Applicant the use of the SRW, o

: If you have a legal opinion to the contrary, please prowde a copy, and we would
be pleased to address it.
Yours truly, .
GOODWIN & MARK LLP

]

41%( SWEEZE‘;//MI)

CNCL - 30
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Iﬂbal, Qaiser ' '
To; ' Mercer, Wayne '

Ca MacKinnon, Deb; MayorandCouncﬂlors, Toews, Curt

Subject: : RE: Alleged Dogs Off Leash - 9000 blk Steveston Hwy

From: Mercer, Wayne [qajlip;WMercer@richmond.ca]
Senty 2011, September 06 2:49 PM

To: Igbal, Qalser

Ce: MacKinnon, Deb; MayorandCouncillors; Toews, Curt
Subject: Alleged Dogs Off Leash - 2000 blk Steveston Hwy

Mr. Igbal:
Your message to the Mayor’s Office has been referred to my office for investigation and response.

Thank you very much for forwarding the video as you did — it makes It very clear as to where your neighbours are
removing the leashes from their dogs’ collars.

the unleashlng took plal:e thls ls not publlc propertv This vehlcle aceess is provlded jomtly by you and your neughbour
so that vehicles can access the garages at the rear of the 4 houses in this complex. | would expect that, when you
purchased your home, you agreed to provide such access as part of the purchase agreement.

Because this is pnvate property, evehly split betweeén you aid: your ‘néighbor, the lgashing requirements for- dogs
unider the Clty's-Anijnal Cantrol Regulation Bylaw do hot apply ~ théy ahly apply on- City-owned propérty. Therefore,
your nelghbours are not acting contrary to the Bylaw in releasing thelr dogs from thelr leashes In thls area and wé will

" not be pursuing any enforcement for these actlons

" Thanks......

i s e
Wayna G, Marcer
Manager, Communily Bylaws

Clty of Rlchmond
6911 No 3 Road
Richraond, BC V6Y 2C1

diract: 604.247.4601

fax: 804,276.4036

email: wingleer@yichmond.ca

wab: www.ilchmond.ca

i e e e ]

"CNCL - 31
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City of | -
Richmond | ~ Notice of Public Hearing

Tuesd'ay, April 18, 2017 — 7. pm

Council Chambers, 1%t Floor, Richmond City Hall
6911 No. 3 Road, Richmond, BC V8Y 2C1

Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500, Amendment Bylaw 9646 (RZ 16-728719)

Location/s: 9051 & 9071 Steveston Highway
Applicant/s: Harj Johal | :
‘Pur‘pose:‘ ' To rezone the subject properties from the “Smgle Detached (RS1/E)”

zone fo the “Compact Single Detached (RC2)” zone, to permitthe
properties to be subdivided to create four (4) single-family lots, with
vehicle access from an extension to the.existing rear lane.

City Contact: Jordan Rockerbie, 604~276-4092, Planning and Development Division

How to obtam further information:

» By Phone: If you have questions or conceins; please call the CITY CONTACT shown above.

= Onthe City Website: Public Hearing Agendas, including staff reports and the proposed bylaws, are available on the
City Website at http:/mww.richmand.calcltyhall/council/agendas/hearings/2017.htm

= At City Hall: Copies of the proposed bylaw, supporting staff and Committee reports and other background materlal,
" are also available for Ingpection at the Planning and Development Division at City Hall, between the hours of 8:15 am
and 5 pm, Monday through Friday, except statutory holidays, commencing April 7, 2017 and ending April 18, 2017, 'or
upon the conclusion of the hearing.

= By FAX or Mall: Staff reports and the proposed bylaws may also be obtained by FAX or by standard mall by calling
604-276-4007 between the hours of 8:15 am and 5.pm, Monday through Friday, except statutory holidays,
commencing April 7, 2017 and ending April 18, 2017.

Pérticikpating in the Public Hearing process:

«  The Public Hearing is open fo all members of the public. If you believe that you are affected by the proposed bylaw,
you may make a presentatjon or submit written comments at the Public Hearing. If you are unable fo attend, you may
“send your written comments to the City Clerk’s Office by 4 pm on the date of the Public Hearlng as follows:

= By E-mall: using the on-line form at http://Aww.richmond. ca/culyhall/councvl/hearings/aboul htm
= By Standard Mail: 6911 No.3 Road, Richmend, BC, VBY 2C1, Attention: Director, Cily Clerk's Office
= By Fax: 604-278-5139, Attention: Director, City Clerk's Office

»  Pubjic Hearing Rules; For Information on publie hearing rules and procedmes please consult the Clty website at
hitp/Awww.richmond.ca/cltyhall/councilfhearings/about.htm or call the City Clerk's Office at 604-276-4007.

" All submissions will form part of the record of the hearing. Once the Public Hearing has concluded, no furthet
information or submissions can be conaldered by Council.- It should be noted that the rezoned property may be
" Used for any or all of the uses permitted in the “new” zone.

David Weber
Director, City- Clerk’s Office

| CNCL-32 o
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Schedule 3 to the Minutes of the ., ‘ aring
Public Hearing meeting of Date: /%'Pﬂl <20 (1

. ' Richmond City Council held on tem #___75 i
MayorandCouncillors Tuesday, April 18, 2017. __IRe: E\,‘V’%W L?j(},ﬁfg
o . P b= T28 719
From: ge ge <nevergiveup.can@gmail.com>
Sent: Thursday, 13 April 2017 12:43
To: . DWebber@richmond.ca; MayorandCouncillors; Rockerbie Jordan
Cc: DevApps; Lussier,Cynthia
Subject: Re: RZ 16-728719 (rezoning application at 9051 & 9071 Steveston Highway, Richmond,
BO) i

- Towhom it may concern,

Dear Sir/Madam,

| am one of the home owners of property #9091 Steveston Hwy, Richmond, BC. | and my wife strongly oppose
the idea to give the Right-of-Way of the private drive lane in between properties #9093 & #9097 Steveston
Hwy, Richmond, BC to the public or to the builders or to the home owners of properties #9071 &

9051 Steveston Hwy, Richmond, BC. '

That private drive lane in between properties #9093 & #9097 Steveston Hwy, Richmond, BC was granted to
only properties #9091, #9093, #90978& #9099 Steveston Hwy, Richmond, BC when we bought these properties
temporarily until public access at the rear of the properties from Mortfield Gate or another public street is
available. It is not fair to change this without the consent of the current home owners of properties #9091,
#9093, #9097& #9099 Steveston Hwy, Richmond, BC. Seriously, it is an offense to the interest of the current
home owners of properties ##9093 & #9097 Steveston Hwy, Richmond, BC. As Canadian citizens and residents
of Richmond City, we expect the government to respect and protect our right of private properties.

We have concern if you grant the Right-of-Way of this drive lane to the builders or to the home owners of
properties #9071 & #9051 Steveston Hwy, Richmond, BC, it will increase the traffic volume and noises to the

neighborhood of properties #9091, #9093, #9097& #9099 Steveston Hwy, Richmond, BC, and also affect our
safety and privacy. '

Therefore, we strongly disagreé to the proposal or decision of offering the access to the private drive lane in
between properties #9093 & #9097 Steveston Hwy, Richmond, BC to the public or to the builders or to the
home owners of properties #9071 & 9051 Steveston Hwy, Richmond, BC.

Thanks and regards, : Eeilil "? Ll
| o
eor X 3T ISVt £
George Zhuo : APR 18 2017
R"' Pt hTTeEg r*\ A S
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Schedule 4 to the Minutes of the

Public  Hearing

meeting

of

Richmond City Council held on

Tuesday, April 18, 2017.

MayorandCouncillors
From: Webgraphics

- Sent: Thursday, 13 April 2017 13;27
To: MayorandCouncillors
Subject:

Send a Submission Online (response #1011)

Send a Submission Online (response #1011)

Survey Information

pate:_(pnl |8, 20[7

item #__3

]
Re: BV G064,
Rz lb-F285H9.

- '.Sit.e:’

- Page Tltle Sénd aSmeISSlon Onllne Y - |

URL http//cmsnchmondca/Paqe17QBaspx N

Submission Time/Date: [4/13/2017 1:27:56 PM .~~~ -

survey Respdhée

Your Name

Soly Feng

Your Address

9091 Steveston Hwy, Richmond, BC

Subject Property Address OR
- Bylaw Number

Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500, Amendment Bylaw
9646 (RZ 16-728719) '

Comments

To whom it may concern, Dear Sir/Madam, | am
one of the home owners of property #9091
Steveston Hwy, Richmond, BC. My husband and |
strongly oppose the idea to give the Right-of-Way
of the private drive lane in between properties
#9093 & #9097 Steveston Hwy, Richmond, BC to
the public or to the builders-or to the home owners
of properties #9071 & 9051 Steveston Hwy,
Richmond, BC. That private drive lane in between
properties #9093 & #9097 Steveston Hwy,
Richmond, BC was granted to only properties
#9091, #9093, #9097 & #9099 Steveston Hwy,
Richmond, BC when we bought these properties
temporarily until public access at the rear of the
properties from Mortfield Gate or another public
street is available. It is not fair to change this
without the consent of the current home owners
properties #9091, #9093, #9097& #9099 Stevest
Hwy, Richmond, BC. Seriously, it is an offense to \
the interest of the current home owners of
properties ##9093 & #9097 Steveston Hwy,
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Richmond, BC. As Canadian citizens and residents
of Richmond City, we expect the government to
‘respect and protect our right of private properties.
We have concern if you grant the Right-of-Way of
this drive lane to the builders or to the home
owners of properties #9071 & #9051 Steveston
Hwy, Richmond, BC, it will increase the traffic
volume and noises to the neighborhood of
properties #9091, #9093, #9097& #9099 Steveston
Hwy, Richmond, BC, and also affect our safety and
privacy. Therefore, we strongly disagree to the
proposal or decision of offering the access to the
private drive lane in between properties #9093 &
#9097 Steveston Hwy, Richmond, BC to the public
or to the builders or to the home owners of
properties #9071 & 9051 Steveston Hwy,
Richmond, BC. Thanks and regards, Soly Feng
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Schedule 5 to the Minutes oﬁf the
Public Hearing meeting
Richmond City Council held on

MayorandCouncillors Tuesday, April 18, 2017.
From: Webgraphics

Sent: Thursday, 13 April 2017 11:34

To: MayorandCouncillors

Subject: Send a Submission Online (response #1009)

Send a Submission Online (response #1009)

Survey Information

=T 7o PubNnC nearng |
pate:_Apal |F, 201F

item & |2
Re: BYLANS %5’[}} 9447
992

S : S’_ité:‘:(:;.‘,_ityVWeyb”s’i’fej " _.:  .

 PageTille:| Send a Submission Online

* URL:| hitp/fcims.richmond.ca/Page1793.aspx

© Submission Time/Date: | 4/13/2017 11:34:04 AM = =

Survey Response

Your Name Terrance
Your Address Sawasy
Subject Property Address OR 9240 Walford Street

Bylaw Number

Comments

The following are issues: Security, Safety, Litter,
Police incidents, Noise, Privacy, Parking,Fire
Safety, Owners of B&B not residing in the house,.
Cash only business. Advertising online as hotel.
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Schedule 6 to the Minutes of the To Public Hearing

Public Hearing meeting of pave: Apl 1§ ; ke

_ Richmond City Council held on e |2

MayorandCouncillors Tuesday, April 18, 2017. Re: BlAWS GEAL Gi4T
dnd 9692

From: |
Sent: ‘ Tuesday, 18 April 2017 15:13 e
To: MayorandCouncillors; CityClerk; Weber,David
Subject: Bylaws related to Short term rentals
Attachments: "hotel-or-home.pdf o

‘Honorable Mayor and Council o 1R
Y > . SRS E R I i

: o
Please see the attached flyer for a listing of a new home at 11704 Railway avenue. This homeL ing

spots, six bathrooms and 5 bedrooms begs to be asked the question whether it is going to end up being a home
or a hotel.

There are many such listings in the city today and I do not think that the city can ascribe this kind of
“development” to the forces of a free market arid the supply and demand model of development. The demand
for housing in Richmond is not being met by the new inventory of housing being built in the city today. -

Currently Richmond has a housing affordability crisis and a long term rental crisis and yet the inventory of new
homes, condominiums and town-homes continues to be built with design features that do nothing to add supply
to meet the demand for long term rentals or the needs of first time home buyers.

In fact, by allowing homes such as the listing above (11704 Railway Ave) to be rented out on a short term basis
without the owner being the operator of this business; the city is only ignoring the persistent needs of
Richmond’s citizens and favoring the desires and demands of a niche consumer in the market that just needs a
place to park their speculative capital.

If unoccupied by the owner, this home can certainly not become part of the long term rental stock for any
family who cannot afford to buy an apartment or a town-home in Richmond today.

As you deliberate tonight (April 18™ 2017) upon the shape and form of the short term rental bylaw in
Richmond, please make sure that you keep in mind the very real and persistent housing needs of Richmond’s
citizens and not leave loopholes in the bylaw that can exploited. :

It is the neighbors who have to report on violations and problems related to short term rentals and this leaves
hardly any place for existing residents to be good neighbors and also creates animosity and distrust between

people in the community.
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Short term rentals may contribute to the local economy, but so do long term rentals. In fact very often young
families who are keen having a local address but cannot yet afford to buy a home in the city, also provide
enrollment in the schools. Empty homes and emptying schools is not a good foundation for a vibrant and
diverse Richmond

Sincerely, -
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City of ,
Richmond Minutes

Community Safety Committee

Date: Tuesday, April 11, 2017

Place: Anderson Room
Richmond City Hall

Present: Councillor Bill McNulty, Chair
Councillor Derek Dang

Councillor Ken Johnston
Councillor Alexa Loo
Councillor Linda McPhail

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

MINUTES

It was moved and seconded
That the minutes of the meeting of the Community Safety Committee held
on March 14, 2017, be adopted as circulated.

CARRIED

NEXT COMMITTEE MEETING DATE

May 9, 2017, (tentative date) at 4:00 p.m. in the Anderson Room

LAW AND COMMUNITY SAFETY DIVISION

1. COMMUNITY BYLAWS MONTHLY ACTIVITY REPORT -

FEBRUARY 2017
(File Ref. No. 12-8060-01) (REDMS No. 5336137 v. 5)

Cecilia Achiam, Director, Administration and Compliance, referenced a
memorandum to Council regarding an update on Short-Term Rentals, and a
news release compiled regarding snowfall safety.
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Community Safety Committee
Tuesday, April 11, 2017

5366035

In response to concerns raised related to the safety and security of demolition
sites in the City, Ms. Achiam stated that staff would examine the matter.

It was moved and seconded

That the staff report titled “Community Bylaws Monthly Activity Report —
February 2017, dated March 20, 2017, from the Acting General Manager,
Law and Community Safety, be received for information.

CARRIED

RICHMOND FIRE-RESCUE MONTHLY ACTIVITY REPORT -

FEBRUARY 2017
(File Ref. No. 09-5000-01) (REDMS No. 5336032)

Tim Wilkinson, Acting Fire Chief, advised that staff was investigating new
methods and tools to manage boat fires.

It was moved and seconded

That the staff report titled “Richmond Fire-Rescue Monthly Activity Report
— February 20177, dated March 17, 2017 from the Acting Fire Chief,
Richmond Fire-Rescue, be received for information.

CARRIED

FIRE CHIEF BRIEFING
(Verbal Report)

In reply to queries from Committee, Acting Fire Chief Wilkinson confirmed
that the staff report on emergency response training for Richmond Fire-
Rescue personnel will be presented at an upcoming Community Safety
Committee meeting. Also, he added that a report to Council was forthcoming
on the results of the recently completed request for proposal process.

Acting Fire Chief Wilkinson spoke to the potential development of a mixed-
use building, whereby the main floor would be occupied by Richmond Fire-
Rescue and other floors would be utilized for residential and/or commercial
uses. Discussion took place on the logistics of developing such a building,
and Acting Fire Chief Wilkinson advised that the notion is in its preliminary

“stages and staff are reviewing several options.

In relation to previous discussion on future demolition sites, Acting Fire Chief
Wilkinson noted that the City has robust boarding-up protocols.

2017-2018 RICHMOND RCMP DETACHMENT ANNUAL
PERFORMANCE PLAN - COMMUNITY PRIORITIES

(File Ref. No. 01-0340-35-LCSA1) (REDMS No. 5333849 v. 3)

Superintendent Will Ng, Officer In Charge, Richmond RCMP, provided
background information and spoke on Property Crime, Orgamzed Crime, and
Vulnerable Persons Unit:
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Community Safety Committee
Tuesday, April 11, 2017

5366035

u initiatives currently utilized to decrease property crime;
= Block Watch Captains were assigned to specific neighbourhoods;
. numerous projects focussed on targeting drugs and drug trafficking; and

= three full-time officers have been assigned to work with vulnerable
persons. ‘

Discussion ensued in regards to organized crime and in reply to queries from
Committee; Supt. Ng noted that there will be numerous initiatives to
discourage engagement in illegal gaming houses. Also, he spoke on specific
challenges Richmond faces as a community; however, he highlighted that as a
result of strong community engagement, the City has been fortunate with
regard to issues associated with organized crime.

Committee expressed their appreciatibn on the Drug Abuse Resistance
Education (D.A.R.E.) program and its success and noted they would like to
attend graduation ceremonies.

In reply to queries, Inspector Eric Hall, Richmond RCMP, noted that it is
RCMP protocol that the RCMP attend to all types of calls received.

It was moved and seconded

That Property Crime, Organized Crime — Drug Offences, and Vulnerable
Persons Unit as listed in the staff report titled “2017-2018 RCMP Annual
Performance Plan — Community Priorities” (dated March 6, 2017 from the
Acting OIC, RCMP), be selected and considered for inclusion in the
Richmond Detachment fiscal 2017-2018 (April 1, 2017 to March 31, 2018)

- RCMP Annual Performance Plan.

CARRIED

RCMP'S MONTHLY ACTIVITY REPORT - FEBRUARY 2017
(File Ref. No. 09-5000-01) (REDMS No. 5328187 v. 2)

Insp. Hall highlighted RCMP activities from February 2017.

In reply to queries from Committee, Insp. Hall stated that a municipal
employee administers the Block Watch Program and that efforts are being
made to increase community engagement. Training sessions with Block
Watch Captains will be pursued.

It was moved and seconded

That the report titled “RCMP’s Monthly Activity Report — February 2017
dated March 7, 2017 from the Officer In Charge, Richmond RCMP, be
received for information.

CARRIED
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Community Safety Committee
Tuesday, April 11, 2017

5366035

RCMP/OIC BRIEFING
(Verbal Report)

Supt. Ng commented on the recent modification of RCMP uniforms by some

" officers in an effort to draw attention to salary discrepancies between RCMP

officers and municipal police officers.

OIC Ng then highlighted that nine officers in full uniform attended the Vimy
Ridge 100 year Anniversary event. Also, he noted that 10 local high school
students will be graduating from the RCMP Youth Academy on
April 20, 2017.

COMMITTEE STANDING ITEMS

(i)  Emergency Programs

Lainie Goddard, Manager, Emergency Programs, highlighted that (i) May
2017 has been proclaimed by the City of Richmond as Emergency
Preparedness Month, (ii) a volunteer information session on Emergency
Preparedness will be held on May 31, 2017, (iii) discussion regarding a
partnership between Emergency Programs and Block Watch is underway, (iv)
an Open House of the Emergency Operations Centre will be held
May 3,2017, (v) emergency training will be provided for City staff from
various departments, and (vi) information provided to Mayor and Council on
their roles in an emergency, and emergency training programs.

In reply to queries from Committee regarding Sea Island Community
Association (SICA), Ms. Goddard noted the Neighbourhood Emergency
Preparedness Program (NEPP) has been delayed. '

Ms. Goddard agreed that a briefing on the NEPP program would be prepared
for distribution to community association and society liaisons.

(ii) E-Comm

The Chair noted that E-Comm is still recruiting for a new Chief Executive
Officer. Comments were offered on recent improvements to the City’s fire
truck radio equipment.

Councillor Dang left the meeting (5:01 p.m.) and did not return.

MANAGER’S REPORT

Cambie Fire Hall

Jim Young, Senior Manager, Capital Buildings Project Development,
provided an update on the anticipated occupancy of the Cambie Fire Hall.

CNCL - 43



Community Safety Committee
Tuesday, April 11, 2017

ADJOURNMENT

It was moved and seconded
That the meeting adjourn (5.04 p.m.).

CARRIED

Certified a true and correct copy of the
Minutes of the meeting of the Community
Safety Committee of the Council of the
City of Richmond held on Tuesday,
April 11,2017.

Councillor Bill McNulty Sarah Kurian
Chair Legislative Services Coordinator
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City of
Richmond Minutes

General Purposes Committee

Date: Tuesday, April 18, 2017

Place: Anderson Room
Richmond City Hall

Present: Mayor Malcolm D. Brodie, Chair

Councillor Chak Au
Councillor Derek Dang
Councillor Carol Day

 Councillor Ken Johnston
Councillor Alexa Loo
Councillor Bill McNulty
Councillor Linda McPhail
Councillor Harold Steves

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

MINUTES

It was moved and seconded
That the minutes of the meetings of the General Purposes Committee held
on March 27, 2017 and April 3, 2017, be adopted as circulated.

CARRIED

FINANCE AND CORPORATE SERVICES DIVISION

1. . ANNUAL PROPERTY TAX RATES (2017) BYLAW NO. 9695
(File Ref. No. 12-8060-20-009695) (REDMS No. 5331890)

In reply to a query from Committee, Ivy Wong, Manager, Revenue, advised
that an increase in tax distribution percentage to the major industry class
would be significant as there are only 30 properties in that class.

CNCL - 45



General Purposes Committee
Tuesday, April 18, 2017

It was moved and seconded
That the Annual Property Tax Rates (2017) Bylaw No. 9695 be introduced
and given first, second and third readings.

CARRIED
ADJOURNMENT
It was moved and seconded
That the meeting adjourn (4:02 p.m.).

CARRIED

Certified a true and correct copy of the
Minutes of the meeting of the General
Purposes Committee of the Council of the
City of Richmond held on Tuesday, April
18,2017.

Mayor Malcolm D. Brodie Hanieh Berg

Chair

5372163

Legislative Services Coordinator
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= City of
Richmond ~ Minutes

Planning Committee

Date: Wednesday, April 19, 2017

Place: Council Chambers
Richmond City Hall

Present: Councillor Linda McPhail, Chair
Councillor Bill McNulty
Councillor Chak Au

Councillor Alexa Loo
Councillor Harold Steves
Mayor Malcolm Brodie

Also Present: Councillor Derek Dang
Councillor Carol Day
Councillor Ken Johnston

Call to Order: The Chair called the meeting to order at 4:10 p.m.

The Chair advised that the meeting will be relocated to Council Chambers to
accommodate the public attending the meeting.

MINUTES

It was moved and seconded

That the minutes of the meeting of the Planning Committee held on Aprll 4,
2017, be adopted as circulated.

CARRIED

NEXT COMMITTEE MEETING DATE

May 2, 2017, (tentative date) at 4:00 p.m. in the Anderson Room
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Planning Committee
Wednesday, April 19, 2017

5374683

PLANNING AND DEVELOPMENT DIVISION

APPLICATION BY PAK CHING CHAN AND ANNA LEI LING LEE
FOR REZONING AT 8511 NO. 4 ROAD FROM “SINGLE DETACHED

(RS1/Ey” ZONE TO “COACH HOUSE (ZS29) — NO. 4 ROAD” ZONE
(File Ref. No. 12-8060-20-009703; RZ 16-748526) (REDMS No. 5306158 v. 2)

It was moved and seconded

That Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500, Amendment Bylaw 9703 to create the
“Coach House (Z529) — No. 4 Road” zone, and to rezone 8511 No. 4 Road
from “Single Detached (RSI/E)” zone to “Coach House (£529) — No. 4
Road” zone, be introduced and given first reading.

CARRIED

APPLICATION BY ORIS (TLP) DEVELOPMENTS CORP. FOR
REZONING AT 5071 STEVESTON HIGHWAY FROM “SINGLE
DETACHED (RS1/E)” ZONE TO “LOW DENSITY TOWNHOUSES

(RTL4)” ZONE
(File Ref No. 12-8060-20-009705; RZ 16-734445) (REDMS No. 5356751)

Cynthia Lussier, Planner 1, reviewed the application, highlighting that the
proposed development will consist of nine townhouses and that proposed
offsite improvements include a land dedication along Steveston Highway for
future road widening and boulevard and rear land upgrades.

In reply to queries from Committee, Wayne Craig, Director, Development,
and Ms. Lussier noted (i) that the applicant has opted not to pursue secondary
suites in the units, (ii) due to the site’s geometry the applicant is requesting a
variance to the lot width, and (iii) the applicant is seeking a variance to permit
50% of the on-site resident parking to be small-sized.

Discussion ensued with regard to (i) the number of variances requested for the
proposed development, (ii) layout of the drive aisle, and (iii) lane access for
the site.

In reply to queries from Committee, Mr. Craig noted that once a Statutory
Right of Way is registered on title, the City can legally use the driveway for
adjacent sites.

Dana Westermark, representing Oris (TLP) Developments Corp., spoke on
the proposed development, noting that portions the proposed development are
two storeys and integrating secondary suites within the units is challenging.
He added that the applicant has worked with staff and consulted with
residents to address concerns and lessen the proposed development’s impact
on nearby properties.
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Wednesday, April 19, 2017

5374683

It was moved and seconded

That Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500, Amendment Bylaw 9705, for a site-
specific amendment to the “Low Density Townhouses (RTL4)” zone and for
‘the rezoning of 5071 Steveston Highway from “Single Detached (RSI/E)”
zone to “Low Density Townhouses (RTL4)” zone, be introduced and given
Sfirst reading.

CARRIED

APPLICATION BY ANTHEM PROPERTIES GROUP LTD. FOR
REZONING AT 10475, 10491, 10511, 10531, 10551, 10571, 10591 AND
10631 NO. 5 ROAD FROM SINGLE DETACHED (RS1/E) TO

MEDIUM DENSITY TOWNHOUSES (RTM3)
(File Ref. No. 12-8060-20-009687/9715; RZ 16-726337) (REDMS No. 5362581)

Edwin Lee, Planner 1, reviewed the application, noting that the applicant has
arranged to include two secondary suites and parking spaces. Mr. Lee added
that the proposed development will have no change in the permitted density.

In reply to queries from Committee, Mr. Craig noted that (i) there are
examples of secondary suites in townhouses in the city, (ii) the proposed
zoning amendment would permit secondary suites on all townhouse zones,
and (iii) there is no proposed access to the rear lane due to concerns raised by
neighbouring properties.

Tony Loo, 10440 Aintree Crescent, spoke on the proposed development and
expressed concern with regard to the proposed development’s lack of access
to the rear lane.

It was moved and seconded

(I)  That Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500, Amendment Bylaw 9715, for the
Zoning text amendment to Section 3.4 [Use and Term Definitions],
Section 5.4 [Secondary Suites], Section 8.6 [Low Density Townhouses
(RTL1, RTL2, RTL3, RTL4)], Section 8.7 [Medium Density
Townhouses (RTMI1, RTM2, RTM3)], Section 8.8 [High Density
Townhouses (RTHI1, RTH2, RTH3, RTH4)] and Section 8.9 [Parking
Structure Townhouses (RTP1, RTP2, RTP3, RTP4)], to allow
secondary suites in townhouse developments, be introduced and given
Jfirst reading.

(2)  That Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500, Amendment Bylaw 9687, for the
-rezoning of 10475, 10491, 10511, 10531, 10551, 10571, 10591 and
10631 No. 5 Road from “Single Detached (RSI/E)” to “Medium
Density Townhouses (RTM3)”, be introduced and given first reading.

CARRIED
Opposed: Clir. Loo
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5374683

AGRICULTURALLY ZONED LAND: SUMMARY OF PUBLIC
CONSULTATION AND PROPOSED BYLAWS LIMITING
RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT IN THE AGRICULTURE (AG1)

ZONE
(File Ref. No. 12-8060-20-009706/9707/9712; 08-4057-10) (REDMS No. 5369332)

Correspondence received regarding the proposed bylaws limiting residential
development in agricultural zones was distributed (attached to and forming
part of these minutes as Schedule 1).

A proposed alternate Official Community Plan Bylaw No. 9000 Amendment
Bylaw 9706 was distributed (attached to and forming part of these minutes as
Schedule 2).

Aerial photographic examples of large homes in the Agricultural Land
Reserve (ALR) and farm home plate options were distributed (attached to and
forming part of these minutes as Schedule 3).

Mr. Craig spoke on the proposed bylaws limiting residential development in
agricultural zones and the public consultation conducted, and briefed
Committee on the following recommendations:

. proposed amendments to the Official Community Plan Bylaw No. 9000
Bylaw 9706 would provide guidelines to consider rezoning applications
to permit larger homes on agricultural land;

" secondary dwellings for full-time farm labour on lots larger than eight
hectares would be considered through rezoning applications;

" side yard setbacks would be increased on lots less than 0.8 hectares to
enhance farm vehicle access;

. accessory buildings would be restricted to a maximum of 70 m? and
property owners may apply for larger accessory buildings through the
development variance or rezoning application process;

. farm home plate options were presented for consideration, and if
implemented, farm home plates would ensure that the residential
building and the associated infrastructure would be located on a
specific portion of the lot;

u staff recommend that the farm home plate would be scaled according to
the size of the lot up to a maximum area of 2000 m?; and

u density calculations on agricultural properties would be revised to be
consistent with urban areas of the city and multiple options for a
maximum size of the residential dwelling on-site are described in the
report.

Cllr. Au left the meeting (4:41 p.m.) and returned (4:43 p.m.).
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Discussion ensued with regard to (i) the maximum house sizes in a residential
zone compared to an agricultural zone, (ii) including farming plans and farm
improvements with development applications, (iii) including guidelines for
new farmers, (iv) certain cultural or logistical conditions that may merit an
application to accommodate a larger residential dwelling, and (v) the types of
farming structures that are exempt from the proposed accessory building size
restrictions. :

Doug Kavanagh, 14791 Westminster Highway, expressed that proposed
regulations would penalize legitimate farmers and remove the farmers’ ability
to build a dwelling according to their needs. He added that the City should
enforce bylaws to target illegal usage of properties.

Todd May, representing the Richmond Farmer’s Institute (RFI), referred to
feedback provided by the RFI to staff (attached to and forming part of these
minutes as Schedule 4) and expressed concern with regard to the proposed
regulations and the consultation process. He remarked that RFI’s input was
not considered during the consultation process and the survey results were
inaccurate. Also, he noted that the RFI supports limiting homes to
1000 m? on agricultural land and a variance process to accommodate requests
for larger sized homes.

Discussion ensued with regard to (i) input received from the Agricultural
Advisory Committee (AAC) and the RFI, (ii) the potential effects of
regulating house size on the viability of agricultural land, (iii) the different tax
rates and assessment values placed on agricultural zones compared to
residential zones, (iv) including the septic field within the farm home plate,
(v) introducing regulations that will encourage farming, and (vi) utilizing
Provincial guidelines on dwelling size on agricultural land.

In reply to queries from Committee regarding the potential buyers seeking to
develop agricultural land for residential purposes, Mr. Craig advised that
rezoning regulations are based on land use and regulations cannot be different
for farmers versus non-farmers.

Brenda Hourie, 11711 Bird Road, spoke on the proposed regulations and
expressed concern with regard to the consultation process.

Ben Dhiman, 9360 Sidaway Road, expressed concern with regard to the
proposed regulations, noting that large homes are needed to accommodate
extended family members and that bylaws related to illegal uses of houses on
agricultural land should be enforced.

Michelle Li, 10350 Hollybank Drive, remarked that the City should follow
ALC guidelines on house sizes and that steps should be taken to increase the
viability of agricultural land, reduce speculator investment and reduce barriers
for farmers.
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Kush Panatch, representing the Richmond Farmland Owners Association,
expressed concern on the proposed regulations, noting that (i) steps should be
taken to improve the viability of farmland, (ii) the proposed regulations may
negatively affect land values and equity, (iii) additional consultation should
take place, (iv) farmers may benefit from leasing agreements with
landowners, and (v) the size of the dwelling on agricultural land should be
based on the needs of the farmer.

Suki Badh, 2831 Westminster Highway, commented on the proposed bylaws,
noting that farmers contribute to the community and that families that live .
together leave an overall smaller residential footprint.

Clly. Day left the meeting (6:29 p.m.) and returned (6:30 p.m.).

Hamraj Kallu, 13051 Blundell Road, expressed concern with regard to the
proposed bylaws and spoke on the farmers” challenges with regard to current
restrictions and economic viability. He added that a large house may be
needed to accommodate family members working on the farm.

Bruce May, 5220 No. 8 Road, expressed concern with regard to the
consultation process and was of the opinion that the survey should be redone
to receive input from the farming community. He added that due to the rural
nature of some farms, recreational amenities for occupants may be needed on-
site.

Jerry Sanghara, 13340 Blundell Road, expressed concern with regard to the
proposed bylaws, noting the proposed bylaws may affect the ability for family
members to live on-site and impact farming operations. Also, he remarked
that the City should enforce bylaws to curb illegal activities on agricultural
land.

Darril Gudlaugson, 8351 Fairfax Place, spoke on the importance of protecting
farmland, promoting food security and introducing a land bank. He remarked
that the proposed bylaws should proceed.

Don Flintoff, 6071 Dover Road, expressed support for limiting house size on
agricultural land and commented on the importance of conserving farmland.
Also, he expressed concern with regard to the consultation process and was of
the opinion that input from the RFI be considered.

Nancy Trant, 10100 No. 3 Road, spoke in favour of restricting house size on
agricultural land to conserve the land for agricultural uses.

Amar Badh, Richmond Resident, spoke against restricting house size on
agricultural land since it may negatively impact the ability for families to live
together on-site. He added that a ceiling on house size may be introduced;
however the size of the house should be based on the families’ needs.
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Stephen Easterbrook, Co-Chair, Agricultural Advisory Committee, expressed
concern with regard to the proposed bylaws and the consultation process, and
remarked that (i) consultation of farmers was inadequate, (ii) the proposed
regulations may negatively impact agricultural land values and equity,
(iii) leasing agricultural land may be an affordable alternative for new
farmers, (iv) a large dwelling may be required to accommodate different
generations of farmers, and (v) proposed regulations should be based on
Richmond’s needs.

Kris Kallu, 7480 Sidaway Road, spoke against restricting house size on
agricultural land as it may negatively affect the ability of families to remain
and work on-site. He added that families living together reduces the overall
residential footprint and that the City should enforce bylaws to curb illegal
activities on agricultural land.

Jordan Sangha, 6171 No. 6 Road, expressed concern with regard to the
proposed bylaws, noting that larger homes may be required to accommodate-
family members on-site and that proposed restrictions may separate family
members.

Gary Berar, 9571 No. 6 Road, spoke against proposed restrictions on house
size on agricultural land, noting that house size should be based on use and
that the proposed restrictions may increase inefficiencies.

Cllr. Au left the meeting (7:30 p.m.) and returned (7:33 p.m.).

Anne Piché, 11800 6™ Avenue, remarked that the proposed bylaws should be
referred back to staff and that more consultation be conducted. She added that
any proposed regulations should be based on Richmond’s needs.

Charan Sethi, 10571 Granville Avenue, expressed concern with regard to the
proposed bylaws and was of the opinion that further consultation be
conducted on the matter. He added that the proposed restrictions on house size
may negatively impact agricultural land values and the ability to
accommodate family members living and working on-site.

Kal Mahal, 16551 Westminster Highway, spoke against the proposed bylaws
noting that a large dwelling on agricultural land may be required to
accommodate family members on-site.

Joe Oeser, 12004 No. 2 Road, commented on the proposed bylaws and read
from his speaking notes (attached to and forming part of these minutes as
Schedule 5).

. B . ok in favour of restricting house size

on agricultural land and expressed concern with regard to the loss of farmland
and food security. Also, she was of the opinion that families are not
necessarily required to be housed in the same dwelling.
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Jora Bhullar, 6660 Sidaway Road, expressed concern regarding the proposed
bylaws and remarked that consultation of farmers was insufficient and that
large dwellings on agricultural land may be required to accommodate family
members on-site. He added that the City should enforce bylaws to curb illegal
uses on agricultural land.

Discussion ensued with regard to the timeline of implementing the proposed
bylaws, and in reply to queries from Committee, Mr. Craig noted that under
the current moratorium on building permits for residential buildings on
agriculturally zoned land, a building permit application can be withheld for a
maximum of 90 days.

Linda Terborg, 5650 Sandpiper Road, spoke in favour of restricting house
size on agricultural land. Also, she provided a comparison of land values of
lots in agricultural residential zones, noting that agricultural lots are typically
priced lower than residential lots.

Amit Sandhu, 5700 Forsyth Crescent, commented on the economic challenges
of farming and remarked that bylaws should be enforced to curb illegal
activities on agricultural land.

Mayor Brodie left the meeting (8:07 p.m.) and returned (8:08 p.m.).

Allan Mcburney, 7171 Bridge Street, remarked that bylaws should be
enforced to reduce illegal activity on agricultural land and that leasing
farmland may be an affordable alternative to purchasing agricultural land for
farm use. He expressed concern that the proposed bylaws may negatively
affect agricultural land values.

Ron Fontaine, 3560 No. 7 Road, remarked that the City should focus on
enforcing bylaws to curb illegal activity on agricultural land, adding that
accommodating family members in one dwelling reduces the overall
residential footprint.

Kathryn McCreary, 7560 Glacier Crescent, commented on the proposed
bylaws, noting that bylaws should be enforced to reduce illegal activity on
agricultural land.

Discussion ensued with regard to (i) conducting further consultation on the
matter, (ii) examining practices of other municipalities, (iii) the proposed
variance and rezoning process to consider applications of larger-sized homes
on agricultural land, (iv) defining the farm home plate, (v) enforcement of
current regulations, (vi) the disposal of soil from development on agricultural
land, and (vii) adopting the recommendations made by RFI on house size.

As a result of the discussion, the following motion, which includes the revised
Richmond Official Community Plan Bylaw 9000, Amendment Bylaw 9706,
that was presented earlier on table, was introduced:
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It was moved and seconded

1)

)

3)

)

(5

(©)

(7)

That Richmond Official Community Plan Bylaw 9000, Amendment
Bylaw 9706, be introduced and given first reading;

That Richmond Official Community Plan Bylaw 9000, Amendment
Bylaw 9706, having been considered in conjunction with: '

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

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

is hereby found to be consistent with said program and plans, in
accordance with section 477(3)(a) of the Local Government Act;

That Richmond Official Community Plan Bylaw No. 9000,
Amendment Bylaw No. 9706, having been considered in conjunction
with Section 477(3)(b) of the Local Government Act, be referred to
the Agricultural Land Commission for comment;

That Richmond Official Community Plan Bylaw 9000, Amendment
Bylaw No. 9706, having been considered in accordance with Section
475 of the Local Government Act and the City’s Official Community
Plan Bylaw Preparation Consultation Policy 5043, is found not to
require further consultation;

That Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500, Amendment Bylaw 9707
(Maximum Farm Home Plate Area and Setbacks in the AG1 Zone),
be introduced and given first reading;

That Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500, Amendment Bylaw 9712
(Maximum House Size in the AG1 Zone), be introduced and given
first reading, provided that the maximum floor area of 500 m’, as
shown in section 2 of Bylaw 9712, be amended to set the maximum
floor area for a principal dwelling unit to be 500 n’ for lots less than
0.2 hectares and 1000 m’ for lots 0.2 hectares or greater; and

That upon adoption of a bylaw limiting house size in the AGI zone,
staff be directed to prepare the necessary Zoning Bylaw amendments
to implement similar density limits in -all other zoning that permits
single family development in the Agricultural Land Reserve.

The question on the motion was not called as discussion ensued with regard to
adjusting the proposed maximum house size.

As a result of the discussion, a motion to limit house size to 1000 m?® for
properties less than 20 acres and 1500 m” for properties 20 acres or greater
was introduced; however failed to receive a seconder.
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The question on the motion was then called and it was CARRIED with
Clirs. Loo and Steves opposed.

MANAGER’S REPORT

(i)  Steveston Buddhist Temple Public Open House

Mr. Craig noted that a public open house on the rezoning application for the
Steveston Buddhist Temple is scheduled for April 26, 2017.

ADJOURNMENT

It was moved and seconded
That the meeting adjourn (8:48 p.m.).

CARRIED

Certified a true and correct copy of the
Minutes of the meeting of the Planning
Committee of the Council of the City of
Richmond held on Wednesday, April 19,
2017.

Councillor Linda McPhail Evangel Biason

Chair

5374683

Legislative Services Coordinator

10.
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Schedule 1 to the Minutes of the ON TABLE ITEM
Planning Committee meeting of Date: f\:()ﬁ\ At

Richmond City Council held on VD

; ) Meeting: Pianning
MayorandCouncillors Wednesday, April 19, 2017. - em 4 3 —
From: MayorandCouncillors

Sent: Wednesday, 19 April 2017 13:40

To: ‘dickyrv@aol.com'

Subject: RE: Farmland Mansions

Categories: - TO: MAYOR & EACH COUNCILLOR / FROM: CITY CLERK'S OFFICE

Dear Mr. Harvey,

This is to acknowledge and thank you for your correspondence to Richmond City Council. A copy of your email has been
forwarded to the Mayor and each Councillor. In addition, your correspondence has also been forwarded to Mr. Terry
Crowe, Manager, Policy Planning Department and Mr. Wayne Craig, Director, Development for information.

Thank you for taking the time to write to Richmond City Council.

Sincerely,
Claudia

Claudia Jesson

Manager, Legislative Services

City Clerk’s Office

City of Richmond, 6911 No. 3 Road, Richmond, BC V&Y 2C1
Phone: 604-276-4006 | Email: ciesson@richmond.ca

From: dickyrv@aol.com [mailto:dickyrv@aol.com]
Sent: Wednesday, 19 April 2017 13:35

To: MayorandCouncillors

Subject: Farmland Mansions

Dear Sir/Madam,

| am writing ahead of the City of Richmond Planning Committee meeting today in order to register my support for the
banning of "monster" homes being built on Richmond's farmland. In my opinion these eyesores are;,

detrimental to community cohesion (high walls and electric gates)
power drains (lights, fountains etc)

sacrificing agricultural land (and produce) for the proﬂt of a few

a clear means of property tax evasion

completely anachronistic and incongruous

If we have to lose any farmland in the City, the only justification would be for the construction of higher density, more
affordable housing to help first-time buyers and families settle in what is becoming an increasingly unlivable city.

Yours faithfully,

Richard Harvey

Steveston Resident CNCL - 57
604-442-5007
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Date: Pﬂ'}ﬂ\ (At

MayorandCouncillors ' Meeting:_Clcrwn) g
Item: 4"

From: MayorandCouncillors

Sent: Wednesday, 19 April 2017 13:28

To: 'Michelle Li'

Subject: RE: ALR home size recommendations by staff

Categories: .- TO: MAYOR & EACH COUNCILLOR / FROM: CITY CLERK'S OFFICE
Dear Ms. Li,

This is to acknowledge and thank you for your correspondence to Richmond City Council. A copy of your email has been
forwarded to the Mayor and each Councillor. In addition, your correspondence has also been forwarded to Mr. Terry
Crowe, Manager, Policy Planning Department and Mr. Wayne Craig, Director, Development for information.

Thank you for taking the time to write to Richmond City Council.

Sincerely,
Claudia

Claudia Jesson

Manager, Legislative Services

- City Clerk’s Office

City of Richmond, 6911 No. 3 Road, Richmond, BC V&Y 2C1
Phone: 604-276-4006 | Email: cjesson@richmond.ca

From: Michelle Li [mailto:michelleli@shaw.ca]
Sent: Wednesday, 19 April 2017 13:26

To: MayorandCouncillors; Michelle Li

Subject: ALR home size recommendations by staff

Dear Mayor and Councillors,

After reviewing the staff report coming to the Planning Committee today, April 19th, I was disappointed to read
that staff are still not recommending following the ALC guidelines for bylaw development (after receiving
correspondence from the province in 2011 to review bylaws since they developed the guidelines). ‘

The ALC documents make it clear that "the maximum farm residential footprint in the ALR should be less
than or, at least, not more than, that permitted in other zones in the community where the primary use is
residential." (So in Richmond, that would not exceed 339 sq metres or 3,650 sq ft.

As well, it states that "the maximum floor area-farm residence(s) is the lesser of a floor area commensurate
with urban areas or a) 500 m2 (5382 sq ft)..." '
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As I read the staff report, they recommend a 500 m2 maximum which is not in keeping with the ALC guidelines
and is disappointing to say the least. Most of the properties in Richmond are small parcels and this
recommendation does not make sense.

I am hoping to attend the meeting today, but I am hoping that councillors see this and know that they are not
following ALC guidelines if they approve this recommendation.

[ am asking that mayor and councillors vote for Option 3, which would ensure the viability of farming for the
future, reduce barriers to farming and decrease land speculation on our city's greatest resource- agricultural
lands.

Thank you,

Michelle Li
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Date:_¥rpnl 19/ 1F

MayorandCouncillors Meeting:_Planaing
tem: 4 <

From: MayorandCouncillors

Sent: Wednesday, 19 April 2017 10:41

To: '‘Rupert Whiting'

Subject: RE: Farmhouse sizes

Dear Mr. Whiting, '

This is to acknowledge and thank you for your correspondence to Richmond City Council. A copy of your email has been
forwarded to the Mayor and each Councillor. In addition, your correspondence has also been forwarded to Mr. Terry
Crowe, Manager, Policy Planning Department and Mr, Wayne Craig, Director, Development for information.

Thank you for taking the time to write to Richmond City Council.

Sincerely,
Claudia

Claudia Jesson

Manager, Legislative Services

City Clerk’s Office

City of Richmond, 6911 No. 3 Road, Richmond, BC VéY 2C1
Phone: 604-276-4006 | Email: ciesson@richmond.ca

From: Rupert Whiting [mailto:rupertwhiting@gmail.com]
Sent: Wednesday, 19 April 2017 07:38

To: MayorandCouncillors

Subject: Farmhouse sizes

Dear Mayor and Councillors,

Today you will receive many appeals to not further restrict the sizes of houses on farmland for logical but implausible
reasons such as housing farm workers. Having never heard of a farmer who gives each farmhand their own bathroom
these claims are worthy of your dismissal. These houses take away farmable land and are designed to create income
from non-farming sources.

You are the custodians of the City. No matter what ClIr Loo says, these ARE your decisions to make. You make the on
behalf of the citizens of Richmond and we expect your best judgement to come into play. It is not about what you think,
it is about what you think that your constituents want. | would be greatly surprised to find that you receive more letters
urging you to continue to stand by and watch flagrant abuse of current regulations at the expense of the greater
community than you do letters imploring you to act to restrict the size of houses on farmland.

Please act and show leadership in this matter.
Rupert Whiting

(604) 339-5369
rupertwhiting@gmail.com
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ON TABLE ITEM
Date:_frovt |4 1 F

Meeting: Phxnniqg

MayorandCouncillors

ltem: 4
From: MayorandCouncillors
Sent: Wednesday, 19 April 2017 10:42
To: "Judith Doyle'
Subject: RE: Support for by-law to restrict homes on ALR land

Dear Ms. Doyle,

This is to acknowledge and thank you for your correspondence to Richmond City Council. A copy of your email has been
forwarded to the Mayor and each Councillor. In addition, your correspondence has also been forwarded to Mr. Terry

Thank y}ou for taking the time to write to Richmond City Council.

Sincerely,
Claudia

Claudia Jesson

Manager, Legisiative Services

City Clerk’s Office

City of Richmond, 6911 No. 3 Road, Richmond, BC v6Y 2C1
Phone: 604-276-4006 | Email: cjesson@richmond.ca

From: Judith Doyle [mailto:jehdoyle@gmail.com]

Sent: Wednesday, 19 April 2017 07:39

To: MayorandCouncillors

Subject: Support for by-law to restrict homes on ALR land

Dear Richmond City Council,

I am unable to attend today's planning meeting at 4. I would like to express my strongest support for the by-law \
to restrict Monster Houses in the ALR to a maximum of 5,382 sq ft ( BC Govt guidelines). We have the best
agricultural land in BC and must preserve it!

Thank you,
Judith Doyle

stk ko ok ok e ok ok sk sk sk okok ok ok ok ok ok sk ok ok ok ok ok ok ok ok

44-2960 Steveston Hwy
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Date:_fyn\ \ A/ F

MayorandCouncillors Meeting:_£\anning
ltem: ~

From: MayorandCounciliors

Sent: Wednesday, 19 April 2017 15:08

To: 'John Clare'

Subject: RE: A Conflict of Interest

Categories: - TO: MAYOR & EACH COUNCILLOR / FROM: CITY CLERK'S OFFICE

Dear Mr. Clare,

This is to acknowledge and thank you for your correspondence to Richmond City Council. A copy of your email has been
forwarded to the Mayor and each Councillor.

Thank you for taking the time to write to Richmond City Council.

Sincerely,
Claudia

Claudia Jesson

Manager, Legislative Services

City Clerk’s Office

City of Richmond, 6911 No. 3 Road, Richmond, BC V&Y 2C1
Phone: 604-276-4006 | Email: ciessen@richmond.ca

From: John Clare [mailto:johnclare44@hotmail.com]
Sent: Wednesday, 19 April 2017 14:44

To: MayorandCouncillors

Subject: A Conflict of Interest

If the sizes of houses built on ALR farmhand are restricted, the only places left to build large homes will be on
farmland NOT on ALR land. The law of supply and demand shows that the value of such land would greatly
increase in value. Since Councillor Steves owns farmland not on ALR land, a yes vote will result in a larger
profit for him should he sell his land. Since the City has a policy of avoiding even the appearance of a Conflict
of interest, please advise why he has not been asked to recuse himself from all discussions and votes on the
topic of house sizes in Richmond. | am not saying that the extra profit is his motive, but you must admit the
perception is inescapable’ V
Thanks,

John
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Schedule 2 to the Minutes of the
Planning Committee meeting of
Richmond City Council held on
Wednesday, April 19, 2017.

April 19, 2017
To: Mayor and Councillors

Re: A Proposed Alternate OCP Bylaw No. 9706,

Additional staff information regarding a proposed alternate OCP Bylaw No. 9706, to provide
more flexible OCP policy guidelines when considering rezoning applications to allow larger
houses in the ALR.

The proposed alternative OCP Bylaw No. 9706 provides additional flexibility when:

— verifying an applicant’s farming abilities and the history of farming on the site; and

— applying the guidelines to accommodate a larger house to address a variety of family and
cultural farm needs.

The first Bylaw shows the changes from the original to the proposed alternative bylaw

The second Bylaw is the proposed Alternative OCP Bylaw No. 9706.

Wayne Craig, Director, Development, and
Terry Crowe, Manager, Policy Planning Department
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Bylaw 9706 Page 2

g) limit the number of dwelling units to one (1) on agriculturally zoned properties. Through
rezoning application, on a case-by-case basis, applications to exceed the maximum number
of dwelling units may be considered if the property is 8 ha (20 acres) in area or greater, and
if the applicant provides a report, satisfactory to Council, from a Professional Agrologist,
which demonstrates that:

o full-time farm labour is required to live on the farm; and
¢ the secondary farmhouse is subordinate to the principal farm dwelling unit.”

2. This Bylaw may be cited as “Richmond Official Community Plan Bylaw No. 9000,
Amendment Bylaw 9706”.

FIRST READING

CITY OF
RICHMOND

PUBLIC HEARING

APPROVED
by

SECOND READING

THIRD READING

APPROVED
by Manager
or Solicitor

ADOPTED

MAYOR CORPORATE OFFICER
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& City of
2 Richmond Bylaw 9706

Richmond Official Community Plan Bylaw No. 9000
Amendment Bylaw 9706
(Limits on Residential Development in Agricultural Zones)

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

1. Richmond Official Community Plan Bylaw 9000, as amended, is further amended at Section
7.1 Protect Farmland and Enhance Its Viability by adding the following text after policy ¢)
under Objective 1 (Continue to protect the City’s agricultural land base in the Agricultural
Land Reserve (ALR)):

“Residential Development

f) limit the area used for residential development on agriculturally zoned properties. The
following policies are to be regarded as guidelines when considering rezoning applications
to increase house size in the City’s agricultural areas, on a case-by-case basis:

e verification that the site has been actively used for agricultural production for a
significant period of time, or has generated significant agricultural income, or that
the applicant has derived a significant farm income from the site, or has been
farming in Richmond for a significant period of time;

e demonstrates that an increase in house size would benefit farming by
accommodating those who work on the farm full time;

e submission of a detailed report from a Professional Agrologist stating that there is a
need for a larger farm house, to accommodate existing and / or anticipated farm
workers, on the site;

e submission of a detailed farm plan which justifies any proposed on-site
infrastructure, or farm improvements associated with the need for additional farm
labour; and

» the provision of a security deposit, to implement any proposed improvements.

Council may apply the above rezoning application guidelines, with flexibility, to
accommodate a larger house to address a variety of family and cultural farm needs.

g) limit the number of dwelling units to one (1) on agriculturally zoned properties. Through
rezoning application, on a case-by-case basis, applications to exceed the maximum number
of dwelling units may be considered if the property is 8 ha (20 acres) in area or greater, and
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- THIRD READING

Bylaw 9706 Page 2

if the applicant provides a report, satisfactory to Council, from a Professional Agrologist,
which demonstrates that:

e full-time farm labour is required to live on the farm; and

¢ the secondary farmhouse is subordinate to the principal farm dwelling unit.”

2. This BylaW may be cited as “Richmond Official Community Plan Bylaw No. 9000,
Amendment Bylaw 9706”.

FIRST READING ‘ RIGHMOND

APPROVED

PUBLIC HEARING

SECOND READING

ADOPTED

MAYOR CORPORATE OFFICER
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Schedule 4 to the Minutes of the
Planning Committee meeting of
Richmond City Council held on
Wednesday, April 19, 2017.

Richmond Farmers Institute

Response to the City of Richmond’s proposed house size limits for AG1 zoned lands

The farmers of the Richmond Farmers Institute are opposed to further regulations impacting the viability of
agriculture in the City of Richmond.

The RFI believes that truly bona fide farmers, whose primary occupation is farming, have behaved responsibly.
Farmers have constructed and reside in homes that are appropriate and supportive of agriculture in our
community.

We are aware of non-farmers who are purchasing AG1 land with the primary objective of building large residences
and their impact on agriculture,

City Council may determine that the course of action needed to resolve this behaviour is to impose limitations on
the size of house that can be constructed on AG1 zoned land. Regulations imposed on farm land in Richmond
should be carefully considered to specifically address the challenges and needs of farm land in this municipality.

The RFI provides the following guidance when considering the impacts to the livelihoods of generational farmers
and their families.

The maximum house size limit should be consistent with recent average house sizes constructed on AG1 zoned
lands. A maximum house size of 1000 sq.m provides consistency and will prevent increasingly larger houses from
being constructed.

A home plate should be determined using the following criteria:

1. Access for farming equipment to the farmable area of the property needs to be maintained.
2. Residential accessory structures should be limited to a maximum home plate size of 0.4 ha

The current maximum 50m setback for a residence is satisfactory. Additional residential structures within the
current 100m setback are also satisfactory. Should a Riparian Management Area be present, the setbacks should
be measured from the termination of the RMA.

Septic tanks may be included in the home plate, but septic fields need not be included.

Additional houses for full time farm workers, when appropriately qualified, should each have individual home
plates, and be limited by the regulations consistent with the primary residence.

The current 0.6 Floor Area Ratio for residential and farm buildings, except where greenhouses are located on the
lot, in which case the maximum FAR would be 0.75, of which at least 0.70 FAR must be used for greenhouses is
satisfactory.

Seasonal worker buildings should not be affected by the proposed housing regulations.

The Richmond Farmers Institute
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Schedule 5 to the Minutes of the
Planning Committee meeting of
Richmond City Council held on
Wednesday, April 19, 2017.

The Staff Report is flawed and as a result so are all the recommendations included
as well as the proposed bylaws.

Section 5 second last paragraph of the Staff Report states reasons as to why the
Agricultural Advisory Committee and the Richmond Farmers Institute
recommendations are not presented as a bylaw option. These reasons are totally
incorrect.

Under the ALC Act and the ALC Policy P-02 issued March 2017 dealing with parcels
less than 2 acres; it clearly states that Restrictions on the use of agricultural land
do not apply to parcels less then 1.995 acres.

As such the Guide for Bylaw Development in Farming Areas produced by the
Ministry of Agriculture in 2015 does not apply to these small acreages.

This implies that on lands smaller than 2 acres the house could conceivably cover
almost the entire lot and at least that the Home Plate size is 2 acres.

This brings us to the point where things become totally unfair and inequitable. If
you have 2 properties next to each other one 1.5 acres and the other 20 acres in
size would you let a mega-house be built on the small lot while limiting the house
size on the 20 acre parcel next door just because the ALC rules apply?

As this is the case a good argument can be made for a 2 acre Home Plate on lands
governed by ALC rules.

A good compromise from my point of view is to incorporate the recommendations
of the Richmond Farmers Institute and Richmond Agricultural Advisory Committee
into another proposed bylaw. If you are going to disregard recommendations from
these groups why bother with the consultation process at all?

Joe Qeser
12004 No.2 Road
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Policy P-02
March 2017

POTENTIAL EXCEPTIONS FROM THE ALC ACT: PARCELS LESS
Agricultural Land THAN 2 ACRES CREATED PRIOR TO DECEMBER 21, 1972

Commission Act

This policy is intended to assist in the interpretation of the Agricultural Land Commission Act,
2002, including amendments as of September 2014, (the “ALCA”) and BC Regulation
171/2002 (Agricultural Land Reserve Use, Subdivision and Procedure Regulation), including
amendments as of August 2016, (the “Regulation”), and including February 2017 advice from
the Office of the Surveyor General. In case of ambiguity or inconsistency, the ALCA and
Regulation will continue to govern.

REFERENCE:
Agricultural Land Commission Act, S.B.C. 2002, c. 36, Section 23 (1).

23(1) Restrictions on the use of agricultural fand do not apply to land that, on December
21, 1972, was, by separate certificate of title issued under the Land Registry Act,
R.S.B.C. 1960, c. 208, less than 2 acres in area.

INTERPRETATION:

Under survey requirements and General Survey instructions in place on December 21,
1972, lots would need to be less than 1.995 acres to be considered “less than 2 acres”.

Where dimensions are shown on a registered plan, a surveyor would need to be able to
demonstrate that:

a. the area calculation, using the dimensions on the registered plan, is less than 1.995
acres for a parcel to be considered ‘less than 2 acres in area’ under section 23 of
the Agricuftural Land Commission Act;

b. the area calculation shown on the plan included a watercourse or a waterbody that
was owned by the Crown and the surveyor calculates the area of the parcel to be
less than 1.995 acres when the Crown owned watercourse or waterbody is
excluded from the parcel for the parcel to be ‘less than 2 acres area’; or

c. there was a significant blunder on the registered plan and that the true area of the
parcel is less than 1.995 acres for the parcel to be ‘less than 2 acres in area’.

if the land was listed with other parcels on the same Cettificate of Title on December 21,
1972, the restrictions on the use of the land apply to the parcels regardless of whether or
not the total area of all lands listed on the Certificate of Title is less than 2 acres.
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Minutes

Public Works and Transportation Committee

Date: Thursday, April 20, 2017

Place: Anderson Room
Richmond City Hall

Present: Councillor Chak Au, Chair

Councillor Harold Steves
Councillor Carol Day
Councillor Alexa Loo

Absent: Councillor Derek Dang
Also Present: Councillor Linda McPhail
Call to Order: The Chair called the meeting to order at 4:00 p.m.

MINUTES

It was moved and seconded
That the minutes of the meeting of the Public Works and Transportation
- Committee held on March 22, 2017, be adopted as circulated.

CARRIED

NEXT COMMITTEE MEETING DATE

May 17, 2017, (tentative date) at 4:00 p.m. in the Anderson Room

PLANNING AND DEVELOPMENT DIVISION

1. INSTALLATION OF DYNAMIC MESSAGE SIGN ON

SOUTHBOUND KNIGHT STREET
(File Ref. No. 01-0150-20-THIG1) (REDMS No. 5338814 v. 2)
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Public Works & Transportation Committee
Thursday, April 20, 2017

5374717

It was moved and seconded

That the staff report titled “Installation of Dynamic Message Sign on
Southbound Knight Street” dated March 27,2017, from the Director, -
Transportation, to support regional fransportation management in the
Metro Vancouver area, be received for information.

CARRIED

ENGINEERING AND PUBLIC WORKS DIVISION

2017 NATIONAL PUBLIC WORKS WEEK
(File Ref. No. 10-6000-01) (REDMS No. 5358882)

It was moved and seconded
That the staff report titled “2017 National Public Works Week”, dated April
2, 2017 from the Director, Public Works Operations, be received for
information.

CARRIED

STANDARDIZATION OF CITY'S SINGLE AND TANDEM AXLE

VEHICLE FLEET
(File Ref. No. 02-0735-01) (REDMS No. 5329728 v. 3)

It was moved and seconded

(1)  That the Peterbilt make be adopted as the standard for future single
and tandem axle cab and chassis vehicle requirements; ’

(2)  That staff be authorized to competitively bid directly with Peterbilt
dealers to obtain best value; and

(3)  That the Peterbilt make standard for the cab and chassis components
of the City’s single and tandem axle vehicle fleet be reviewed after
five years or sooner if the City does not receive competitive bids in
order to evaluate suitability in relation to overall best value.

CARRIED

REPORT 2016: RECYCLING AND SOLID WASTE MANAGEMENT -

ON TRACK FOR 80% WASTE DIVERSION
(File Ref. No. 10-6370-01) (REDMS No. 5352261)

Suzanne Bycraft, Manager, Fleet and Environmental Programs, provided a
booklet on recycling and solid waste management (copy on file, City Clerk’s
Office). S

In reply to queries from Committee, Ms. Bycraft noted that the in-ground
garbage bins located in parks and public areas have more depth to allow for
increased capacity; thus reducing collection frequency needs.

CNCL -77



Public Works & Transportation Committee
Thursday, April 20, 2017

5374717

Joe Erceg, General Manager, Planning and Development, advised that the
Building Department administers the Demolition Waste and Recyclable
Materials Bylaw No. 9516, and that participation and compliance has been
well received and staff will provide an update.

In reply to querics from Committee, Ms. Bycraft advised that the Donation
Bin Regulation Bylaw 9502 has been effective and all concerns have been
handled in a timely manner.

Ms. Bycraft noted that a viewing of the building material recycling process
can be scheduled for Council in an effort to demonstrate the procedures.

Discussion ensued in regards to types of materials that are recyclable, and Ms.
Bycraft advised that a list of acceptable items is available for the public to
reference.

It was moved and seconded

That the annual report titled, “Report 2016: Recycling and Solid Waste
Management — On Track for 80% Waste Diversion” be endorsed and
Attachment 1 be made available to the community through the City’s
website and through various communication tools including social media
channels and as part of community outreach initiatives.

CARRIED

POST WINTER ROADS AND PAVING PROGRAM UPDATE

(File Ref. No. 10-6060-05-01) (REDMS No. 5357378 v. 2)

It was moved and seconded

(1)  That $202,300 be allocated from the MRN Provision for MRN road
rehabilitation and included as an amendment to the 5 Year
Consolidated Financial Plan (2017-2021); and

(2) That $832,500 be allocated from the Gas Tax Provision for Non
MRN road rehabilitation and included as an amendment to the 5
Year Consolidated Financial Plan (2017-2021).

CARRIED

METRO VANCOUVER GILBERT TRUNK SEWER NO. 2 UPDATE
(File Ref. No. 10-6060-03-01) (REDMS No. 5320612 v. 5)

In reply to queries from Committee, Lloyd Bie, Manager, Engineering
Planning, advised that communication, pedestrian and traffic management
plans will be in effect with surrounding businesses during construction to
minimize congestion,
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It was moved and seconded

That the report titled “Metro Vancouver Gilbert Trunk Sewer No. 2
Update,” dated March 22, 2017 from the Director, Engineering be received
for information.

CARRIED
MANAGER’S REPORT

(i) 201 7 Capital Construction Projects

John Irving, Director, Engineering, highlighted that the “2017 Capital
Construction Projects” Open House is being held in the Atrium at City Hall.

(i)  Recreational Trails and Cycling Map

Victor Wei, Director, Transportation, distributed a new pocketsize trail and
cycling map (copy on file, City Clerk’s Office).

ADJOURNMENT

It was moved and seconded
That the meeting adjourn (4:21 p.m.).

CARRIED

Certified a true and correct copy of the
Minutes of the meeting of the Public
Works and Transportation Committee of
the Council of the City of Richmond held
on Thursday, April 20, 2017.

Councillor Chak Au | Sarah Kurian

Chair.

5374717

Legislative Services Coordinator
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Report to Committee

# Richmond
To: Community Safety Committee Date: March 6, 2017
From: Konrad Golbeck, Inspector File: 01-0340-35-LCSA1/Vol
Acting Officer In Charge, Richmond RCMP 01
Re: 2017-2018 Richmond RCMP Detachment Annual Performance Plan -

Community Priorities

Staff Recommendation

That two or more priorities as listed in the staff report titled “2017-2018 RCMP Annual
Performance Plan — Community Priorities” (dated March 6, 2017 from the Acting OIC, RCMP),
be selected and considered for inclusion in the Richmond Detachment fiscal 2017-2018 (April 1,
INT1T tAa MMarah 21 INT1QAN DOONMD A nnual Performance Plan.

DUllLau JULUCLR, LpoLLwul
Acting Officer In Charge, Richmond RCMP
(604-278-1212)

REPORT CONCURRENCE
CoN MANAGER
Rev -/ INITIALS:
AGE TEE ,
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Staff Report
Origin

The Officer in Charge (OIC) of the Richmond RCMP Detachment is committed to aligning the
RCMP’s strategic goals with Council’s Term Goals. As such, the RCMP Detachment requests
Council’s input into the development of the Detachment’s Annual Performance Plan for the
fiscal 2017-2018 year (April 1, 2017 to March 31, 2018).

This report supports Council’s 2014-2018 Term Goal #1 A Safe Community:

Maintain emphasis on community safety to ensure Richmond continues to be a safe
community.

1.1. Policy and service models that reflect Richmond-specific needs.

1.2. Program and service enhancements that improve community safety services in the

City.
1.3. Improved perception of Richmond as a safe community.

Background

The Annual Performance Plan delivers planning and performance management to the Richmond
Detachment and ensures policing initiatives are aligned with the City of Richmond and RCMP
strategic priorities. The Annual Performance Plan allows the Detachment Commander to
systematically plan, evaluate and manage police resources and operations. It also affords him a
valuable consultation and reporting mechanism vis-a-vis the City of Richmond, the Commanding
Officer of RCMP “E” Division and the Detachment staff.

Planning

Richmond Detachment consults with Council and City staff to identify opportunities for
improved services in the local community. A well thought-out plan allows for policing objectives
to be aligned to the unique needs of the City of Richmond, as well as the RCMP’s national,
provincial and district initiatives that are implemented for the fiscal year. Measurements, targets
and integrated risk assessments for the policing initiatives are also created to monitor
performance and risk management.

Quarterly Performance Review

Every 90 days, Council is updated on the status of the Annual Performance Plan. The quarterly
report highlights the progression of objectives and policing initiatives, as well as communicates
whether planned activities are on-track. For activities that are not on-track, an assessment is
conducted to determine whether alternative responses are required.
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Annual Performance Plan System Features

The Annual Performance Plan is designed to facilitate best management practices for Richmond
Detachment administration and provides the foundation for the following strategic planning
activities:

¢ Community, Contract, and Aboriginal Policing Services Community Plans;

¢ Risk Management;

e Unit Level Quality Assurance (ULQA);

e Performance Management; ‘

o Public Safety; and

e Unit Performance Improvement Program.

The five National RCMP strategic priorities include:
e Serious and Organized Crime;
e National Security;
e  Youth;
e Economic Integrity; and
e Aboriginal Communities.

The three British Columbia RCMP policing priorities' (2015-2017) include:
e Public Safety;
e Accountability and good governance; and
e Modernization of police services.

Analysis

City of Richmond Community Priorities

Community engagement is a salient component of Richmond Detachment’s strategic and annual
planning process. Richmond Detachment’s 2015-2017 Strategic Plan” is the culmination of on-
going dialogue with Richmond residents, Council and other community safety stakeholders. It
also considers current and emerging policing challenges and opportunities. The 2015-2017
Strategic Plan identifies five Richmond RCMP priorities:

1. Property Crime;

2. Road Safety;

3. Community Engagement;
4. Youth; and

5.

Organized Crime.

The Detachment’s focus on these five strategic priorities advances its commitment to the City of
Richmond’s vision “to be the most appealing, livable and well-managed community in Canada”.

T Luuutovu, ULLLLLLULLILY WaLvLy COmHlittee, December 9, 2014.
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In addition, it supports the RCMP’s mission to provide quality service in partnership with our
communities and vision to promote safe communities”.

The 2015 Police Services Review Public Consultation” identified the following key priorities:

Priority 1 - Response Times

Priority 2 - Property Crime

Priority 3 - Organized Crime and Gangs
Priority 4 - Crime Prevention

Priority 5 - Traffic Safety

Priority 6 - Public Disorder and Vandalism

Richmond Detachment is seeking Council’s input in the development of the Annual Performance
Plan priorities. For the previous year’s Annual Performance Plan (April 1, 2016 to March 31,
2017), Council selected the following three priorities:

1. Pedestrian Safety;
2. Property Crime: Break and Enters; Theft from Automobile; Mail Theft and
3. Mental Health.

For the 2017-2018 Annual Performance Plan, Richmond Detachment is recommending Council
select one or two of the following community objectives:

1. Property Crime

The Detachment successfully reduced property crimes in the areas of break and enters, theft from
automobile and mail theft. By extrapolating the current third quarter results, the Detachment
foresees that the targets that Council endorsed on March 29, 2016 will be met with the exception
of commercial break and enter crime.

The criteria for recording commercial break and enters is quite inclusive and includes theft of
work tools, new developmental properties, construction sites and mail theft in strata buildings.
As a result, the slight upward skew in commercial break and enters is deemed negligible. Theft
from automobile and mail theft have been crimes that have caused concern across the lower
mainland jurisdictions. These two crimes often lead to more sinister incidents such as identity
theft, residential break and enters, garage break and enters, etc.

Property crimes are crimes of opportunity. The culprits in these crimes rotate between their
illegal activities. The Detachment will apply an inclusive focus on reducing overall property
crime offences to target theft from automobile, theft of vehicle, mail theft and break and enters.
Crossover crimes such as fraud and identity theft will also be targeted and affected as a result.
Setting a target based on the most recent five year average will provide a more robust goal
although it does not take into consideration other external factors such as population growth etc.

‘ rouce oservices xeview ruouc consultation Results, April 8, 2016.
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The following table summarizes the last five fiscal years break and enter property crime results:

Residential Commercial
Fiscal Year Break & % Break & %
(April 1 to March 31) Enter Change Enter® Change

01 647 I 589 A
2013-2014 724 12% 315 -47 %
01 015 972 34% 402 28 %
2015-2016 660 -32% 366 -9%
L 428 NA | 301 N/A

source: Kichmond Detachment PRIME Staustics, January 4, 201 /

The following table summarizes the last five fiscal years theft from automobile and mail theft
crime results:

Fiscal Year Theft from
(April 1 to March 31) Automobile | % Change Mail Theft % Change
2012-2013 2067 N/A 67 N/A
2013-2014 2060 0% 83 24%
2014-2015 2374 15% 173 108 %
2015-2016 2548 7% 209 21%
YTD 2016-2017
| (uptoDec31,2016) | 1718 | N/A 143 N/A

Source: kacnmong pewenment PRIME Statistics, January 4, 201/

For the fiscal year 2017-2018 (April 1, 2017 to March 31, 2018), the Richmond Detachment will
focus on:

i.  Atwo per cent reduction in total property crimes from the last five year’s average
totals. The goal is to remain below 7893 total property crime offences.

> The criteria for recording commercial break and enters is quite inclusive and includes theft of work tools, new
developmental properties, construction sites, and mail theft in strata buildings.

® Total divided by three quarters’ multiplied by four.

7 Average of estimated results for 2016-2017 and prior four fiscal years.

5333849
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The following table summarizes the last five fiscal years total property crime offence results:

Fiscal Year Total Property Crime
(Anwil 1 ta March 31) Offences % Change
N/A
2013-2014 7233 -6%
2014-2015 8449 17%
2015-2016 8373 1%
( ) 6189 N/A

Source: Ricnmonu velacmmem rraviE Statistics, February 23, 2017

2. Organized Crime — Drug offences

Drugs pose a grave threat to community safety. The RCMP has nationally taken the step to work
with the Chinese Public Security Ministry to try to halt the transpacific flow of fentanyl into
Canada. The current drug crisis puts both drug users, first responders and the public at risk.

In 2016, the BC Coroner’s Service report indicated that Richmond experienced a 120% increase
in illicit drug overdose deaths in comparison to 2015, as indicated in the chart below:

Illicit Drug Deaths in Richmond

12

6 +— a— llicit Drug Deaths in
Richmond

O 1 ¥ 1 T T 1
2012 2013 2014 2015 2016
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The following table summarizes the last five fiscal years total drug offences:

Fiscal Year
(April 1 to March 31) Total Drus Offences % Change
A ) Tu> N/A
2013-2014 766 8%
2014-2015 657 14%
2015-2016 783 19%
( ) 631 N/A

Source: Ricnmona petacnment rruvie Statistics, January 4, 2017

The Detachment will target drug-impaired driving, drug production, drug trafficking, drug
seizures, property crime initiatives, vulnerable persons and education programs such as the very
successful DARE program (Drug Abuse Resistance Education). There is also a strong correlation
between drug abuse, mental health and property crime. Many drug addicts commit property
crimes in order to fund their addiction. When focusing on drug enforcement activities, the
Detachment expects the crime statistics to rise as a result of increased arrests.

For the fiscal year 2017-2018 (April 1, 2017 to March 31, 2018), the Richmond Detachment will
focus on:

1. Afive per cent increase in total drug offences from the last five year’s average totals.
The goal is to have more than 789 total drug offences.

1.  Deliver DARE to every fifth grade class in the Richmond School District.

3. Vulnerable Persons Unit.(Mental Health, High Risk Missing Persons, Domestic Violence)

Richmond Detachment continues to experience large numbers of mental health and vulnerable
person related calls for service. These calls consume considerable Detachment resources due to
their volume and lengthy resolution process. Detachment members must devote substantial time
to finding both immediate short and long-term solutions for those who, as a result of a mental
health and/or addiction related challenges, commit crimes and/or generate such calls for service.

The Detachment has taken on a leadership role in enhancing the collaboration of support services
by bringing stakeholders together to find viable solutions. The Detachment continues to meet
every two months with the Vancouver Coastal Health Authority and attends monthly meetings
with City of Richmond Staff, Richmond Fire-Rescue and Richmond Mental Health. These two
collaborative working groups address vulnerable sector clients such as those with mental health
and/or addiction issues, hoarders, homeless, those with dementia and other complex challenges.

The Detachment continues to populate the Mental Health Referral database to track referrals
made to the Detachment Vulnerable Person Unit. Additionally, the Detachment updates the
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Mental Health Profile database which develops profiles of high-risk mental health clients in
order to analyse patterns, habits and best crisis de-escalation tactics at an individual level.

In October 2016, the Detachment Vulnerable Person Unit commenced a pilot project called
“wrap around” to support of the Detachment’s crime reduction strategy. The project seeks to
identify individuals who experience mental health, drug addiction and other related challenges
that often trigger a disproportionate number of calls for service. Statistical analysis at the
Detachment found that approximately two per cent of individuals are accountable for close to 15
per cent of Mental Health Act related incidents. The goal of the project is to provide individually
focused community assistance and intervention programs to clients with the long term goal of
stability and safety for the community.

The following table summarizes the last five fiscal years’ Mental Health priority results:

Mental Health
Fiscal Year Related Calls for %
(April 1 to March 31) Service Change
2012-2013 1,139 N/A
2013-2014 1,236 8.5%
2014-2015 1,109 -10%
2015-2016 1,300 17%
YTD 2016-201/ \up to Dec 31,
2016) 1,063 N/A

Source: Richmond Detachment PRIME Statistics, January =+, 2ul7

For the fiscal year 2017-2018 (April 1, 2016 to March 31, 2017), the Richmond Detachment will
focus on:

i. A five per cent reduction in mental health related calls for service using fiscal 2016-2017
as the baseline year®. The goal is to remain below 1178 mental health incidents.

ii. A ten per cent reduction in mental health related high volume individuals.” The goal is be
able to have at least six individuals removed from the list by March 31, 2018.

Financial Impact

None.

® In May 2015, Lower Mainland District implemented a PRIME Mental Health Issues Study Flag Code. This
triggered an increase in mental health calls for service data for the fiscal year 2015-2016 (April 1, 2015 to March 31,
2016). As a result, the fiscal year 2016-2017 (April 1, 2016 to March 31, 2017) was selected as a base line to track
mental health related calls for service.

? Offenders with four or more negative role codes in mental health related calls. 58 individuals were used as the
baseline (February 8, 2017). A target of six was set for 2017-2018.
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Conclusion

Richmond Detachment requests Council select one or two of the following strategies as
Community Priorities for inclusion in the 2017-2018 Annual Performance Plan (April 1, 2016 to
March 31, 2017):

1. Property Crime;
2. Organized Crime - Drugs; and
3. Vulnerable Persons Unit.

The targeted activities as described in the community priorities will encompass offender
management, the development of community sources, officer visibility and crime reduction
initiatives through community education, engagement and partnerships as well as intervention,
prevention and intelligence-led policing.

Yong
Risk Management Unit-RCMP
(604-278-1212)
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2904 Richmond
To: General Purposes Committee Date: March 29, 2017
From: Jerry Chong File:  03-0925-01/2017-Vol
Director, Finance 01
Re: Annual Property Tax Rates (2017) Bylaw No. 9695

Staff Recommendation

That the Annual Property Tax Rates (2017) Bylaw No. 9695 be introduced and given first,
second and third readings.

Jérry Chong
Director, Finance
(604-276-4064)

Att. 2
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Staff Report
Origin

Section 197 of the Community Charter requires municipalities to establish property tax rates for
the current year after the adoption of the 5 Year Financial Plan and before May 15™. Council
must, under subsection 197(3.1), consider the tax distribution to each assessment class prior to
adopting the tax rate bylaw.

This report supports Council’s 2014-2018 Term Goal #7 Strong Financial Stewardship:

7.2.  Well-informed and sustainable financial decision making.

7.3.  Transparent financial decisions that are appropriately communicated to the public.

Analysis

BC Assessment provides assessment values that reflect the market condition as of July 1%, 2016.
Assessment totals are comprised of market values for existing properties and values for new
properties (new growth).

Table 1 provides a comparison between 2016 and 2017 market value changes and 2017 new
growth. Market value changes reflect the market price of existing properties from year to year.
New growth is the term used for new developments, property shifts between assessment classes,
and any new exemptions. New developments add taxable value to the class while new
exemptions reduce the value to that class.

Table 1: Comparison of Assessment Values 2016 - 2017

(2) (6)
(1) (3) (@) (s) o
2016 Total 2017Market | ;15 Net Market 2017 New 2017 Total % Net
Value of Same Market
Assessment . Change Growth Assessment

Properties Change
Class 01 - Residential 53,427,310,470 71,855,275,756 18,427,965,286 1,558,976,576 73,414,252,332 34.49%
Class 02 - Utilities 22,181,408 26,239,848 4,058,440 301,301 26,541,149 18.30%
Class 04 - Major Industry 139,615,700 154,370,900 14,755,200 60,875,000 215,245,900 10.57%
Class 05 - Light Industry 2,338,871,400 2,697,705,700 358,834,300 -72,850,500 2,624,855,200 15.34%
Class 06 - Business 10,669,182,553 12,765,701,047 2,096,518,494 327,521,300 13,093,222,347 19.65%
Class 08 - Seasonal/Rec 126,429,900 148,012,600 21,582,700 35,347,200 183,359,800 17.07%
Class 09 - Farm 26,650,139 26,903,968 253,829 -337,805 26,566,163 0.95%
Total 66,750,241,570 87,674,209,819 20,923,968,249 1,909,833,072 89,584,042,891 31.35%

5331890
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Highlights:

e From 2016 to 2017, total market value increased by approximately $20.9 billion (column
3) or 31.35% (column 6). In comparison, 2015 to 2016 had a total market value increase
of approximately 5.6 billion or 9.43%.

e Breakdown of the market value change by assessment class shows that residential market
values increased by $18.4 billion or an average of 34.49%. This is a significant increase

compared to 2016 where residential market values increased by $4.9 billion or an average
of 10.30% over 2015.

e Total new growth (column 4) in 2017 is approximately $1.9 billion, an increase of
35.46% from the $1.4 billion in new growth in 2016.

e Similar to previous years, the majority of new growth is in the residential class. In 2017,
81.63% of the total new growth is in the residential class as compared to 80.86% in 2016
and 85.04% in 2015.

e New growth in business class has decreased from a high in 2016 of 21.45% of total new
growth for that year. Business new growth is 17.15% of the total new growth for 2017.

e One property valued at over $40M changed from Class 05 - Light Industry to Class 04 —
Major Industry in late 2016. This created an unexpected increase in new growth to Class
04 and a reduction to new growth in Class 05.

Preliminary new growth figures were provided to each municipality in late November, 2016 to
facilitate each City’s budget process. To ensure all municipalities capture the revenue from new
growth, BC Assessment adds new growth to the assessment roll based on the state and condition
of each development property as of mid-October 2016.

Revenue from new growth is estimated and included as a separate income source when preparing
the 2017 operating budget. This new tax revenue reduces the tax increase required to balance the
new operating budget.

2017 Tax Rate Calculation

Under the Community Charter, Council must review the City’s property tax distribution prior to
adopting the annual property tax rate bylaw. Council’s objective, which is stated in the City’s 5
Year Financial Plan, is for a property tax distribution that maintains the business to residential
tax ratio in the middle in comparison to other municipalities in the comparator group and to
ensure that the City remains competitive in attracting and retaining businesses.

Tax Ratio

Tax ratio is a direct comparison of the tax rates between all classes against the residential tax

rate. Fluctuations in the market value for residential class will affect all resulting tax ratios since
tax rates are adjusted annually to ensure that the City collects only what is needed to balance the
budget. With higher residential market value in for 2017 residential tax rate was adjusted down
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to $1.57216 per $1000 of assessment from the 2016 rate of $2.05383 per $1000 of assessment.
Since residential tax rate is the denominator in the tax ratio calculation, if market values of other
assessment classes increase less than the residential class, the resulting tax ratio will be higher.

Table 2 provides the 2016 tax rates and business to residential ratio ranking for comparative

municipalities. Richmond’s business to residential tax ratio of 3.24 was third lowest in
comparison.

Table 2: Comparison of 2016 Business to Residential Ratios

Recreation Business to
Major Light Business Non-Profit Farm Residential
Municipalities Residential Utilities Industry Industry Tax Ratio

Coquitlam 2.7979 40.0000 28.8507 12.6873 12.4653 12.7909 16.2393 4.46
Vancouver 1.5617 30.8860 33.9014 6.6125 6.6125 1.5325 1.5325 4.23
Burnaby 2.0119 33.1548 44.9480 8.4653 8.4653 1.3088 8.4653 4.21
Richmond 2.0538 38.6477 13.5033 6.6637 6.6637 1.9528 12.8441 3.24
Delta 3.2376 39.9967 30.7470 9.7677 10.1982 7.7280 18.8458 3.15
Surrey 2.4420 34.5356 11.2388 6.2088 7.0059 2.4643 2.8315 2.87

Tax Distribution

Based on the 2017 Revised Roll, the 2017 calculated tax rates, assessment ratios, folio counts,
tax distribution and tax ratios are as follows:

Table 3 — Breakdown of 2017 Assessments and Tax Distribution

Business to
Assessment Tax Residential Tax
Tax Rates Ratio Folio Count Distribution Ratio

Class 01 - Residential 1.57216 81.95% 71,743 55.54% 1.00
Class 02 - Utilities 33.63390 0.03% 118 0.43% 21.39
Class 04 - Major Industry 12.57288 0.24% 30 1.30% 8.00
Class 05 - Light Industry 5.60635 2.93% 605 7.08% 3.57
Class 06 - Business 5.60635 14.62% 7,033 35.32% 3.57
Class 08 - Seasonal/Rec 1.71721 0.20% 468 0.16% 1.09
Class 09 - Farm 13.09827 0.03% 665 0.17% 8.33
Total N/A 100.00% 80,662 100.00% N/A

For comparison purposes, the 2016 assessment ratios and tax distributions is provided in Table 4.

5331890
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Table 4 — Breakdown of 2016 Assessments and Tax Distribution

Business to
Assessment Tax Residential Tax
Tax Rates Ratio Folio Count Distribution Ratio

Class 01 - Residential 2.05383 80.04% 69,998 54.94% 1.00
Class 02 - Utilities 38.64765 0.03% 118 0.43% 18.82
Class 04 - Major industry 13.50329 0.21% 27 0.94% 6.57
Class 05 - Light Industry 6.66368 3.51% 610 7.80% 3.24
Class 06 - Business 6.66368 15.98% 7,072 35.59% 3.24
Class 08 - Seasonal/Rec 1.95275 0.19% 470 0.13% 0.95
Class 09 - Farm 12.84412 0.04% 682 0.17% 6.25
Total N/A 100.00% 78,977 100.00% N/A

When average assessment values increase from prior year, the City must adjust the tax rates
lower in order to collect the same amount of taxes as the prior year. Once that adjustment 1s
made, rates are then adjusted for the Council approved tax increase. The proposed 2017
residential tax rate is reduced by $0.48167 for every $1000 of assessment. This reduction is
required to reflect the 34.49% increase in average market change and Council’s approved
overall tax increase of 2.95% for 2017.

The number of residential folios increased by 1,745 from 69,998 folios in 2016 to 71,743
folios in 2017. New growth in residential assessment value increased by $1.14 billion in
2016. As aresult, tax burden for the residential class increased from 54.94% in 2016 to
55.54% in 2017.

With the increase in the number of residential properties, the residential class will bear an
increase in the total tax burden of 0.6% from 54.94% in 2016 to 55.54% in 2017. Given that
88.94% of all properties (71,743 out of 80,662 folios) in the City are residential, representing
81.95% of the City’s total assessment value, the 2017 residential tax burden is reasonable and
fair.

All municipalities are concerned with maintaining competitiveness in attracting businesses to
their community and retaining the existing business base. Richmond’s business to residential
tax ratio originally increased from 3.24 in 2016 to over 3.78 in 2017, largely due to the
increase in market values for residential properties and the subsequent decrease in the
residential tax rate.

In order to ensure the City’s competitiveness, new growth beyond the budgeted revenue from
all three industrial and business classes were used to reduce the business to residential tax
ratio for Class 05 — Light Industry and Class 06 — Business. This resulted in a new business
to residential tax ratio of 3.57. Given that residential market values have also increased
significantly in the comparator group, it is expected that most business to residential tax
ratios will also increase in 2017 for other municipalities and therefore Richmond is expected
to retain the existing ranking.
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e Attachment 1 provides a comparison of the average assessment value, municipal taxes, and
class burden for various assessment classes in the comparator group. In 2016, the City
ranked 3™ highest in averaged residential assessment value at $763,269 and had the 2™
lowest average municipal taxes of $1,567.62 (not including taxes collected for other taxing
agencies).

e Business class had the lowest average assessed value of $1.5M and the lowest average taxes
of $10,053.17. Light Industry class had the 3™ highest average assessment value and the 31
lowest average municipal taxes.

e Richmond’s Major Industry class had the 2" Jowest average assessment value and average
municipal taxes in comparison to others in the group. However, municipal taxes as a
percentage of assessment value revealed that municipal tax for this class is approximately
1.35% of assessed values while other municipalities were charging as high as 4.49% of
assessment.

e Attachment 2 provides the various 2016 tax rates for the comparator group. Richmond’s tax
rates were consistently in the middle or amongst the lowest in comparison to the group.

e Comparing recommended 2017 tax rates with Attachments 1 and 2, Richmond should be able
to maintain the current competitive tax position relative to the comparator group.

Financial Impact

Property tax rates provided in Bylaw 9695 will generate the municipal taxes (subject to
subsequent appeal settlements in 2017) necessary to balance the 2017 operating budget.

Conclusion

Richmond’s property tax rates have consistently remained in the middle or amongst the lowest in
the comparator group. The proposed rates in Bylaw 9695 will generate the necessary taxes to
balance the 2017 operating budget and to maintain the current level of service.

Ivy Wong
Manager, Revenue
(604-276-4046)

IW:gjn

Attachment 1: 2016 Average Municipal Tax and Tax Burden Comparison
Attachment 2: Comparison of 2016 Tax Rates
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2016 Average Municipal Tax and Tax Burden Comparison

Residential Comparison

Municipal
Taxes as a % % of Total
Average Assessed Average of Assessment Tax
Value Municipal Tax Value Burden
Vancouver 1,285,831.27 2,008.06 0.16% 53.16%
Burnaby 815,534.29 1,640.77 0.20% 4917%
Richmond 763,269.10 1,567.62 0.21% 54.94%
Coquitlam 687,802.33 1,924.40 0.28% 64.65%
Delta 652,820.04 2,113.57 0.32% 53.88%
Surrey 585,313.76 1,429.31 0.24% 68.51%
Major Industry
Municipal
Taxes as a % % of Total
Average Assessed Average of Assessment Tax
Value Municipal Tax Value Burden
Vancouver 12,512,675.00 424,197 .45 3.39% 0.07%
Delta 11,168,403.85 343,394.91 3.07% 1.12%
Burnaby 9,863,256.25 443,333.64 4.49% 0.22%
Richmond 5,170,951.85 69,824.86 1.35% 0.21%
Surrey 4,421,138.46 49,688.42 1.12% 0.12%
Coquitlam N/A N/A N/A N/A
Light Industry
Municipal
Taxes as a % % of Total
Average Assessed Average of Assessment Tax
Value Municipal Tax Value Burden
Delta 4,405,730.83 43,033.86 0.98% 7.01%
Burnaby 4,004,271.53 33,897.36 0.85% 2.29%
Richmond 3,834,215.41 25,549.98 0.67% 3.50%
Vancouver 2,457,606.21 16,251.02 0.66% 0.37%
Coquitlam 2,330,831.67 29,571.96 1.27% 1.22%
Surrey 2,310,651.99 14,346.42 0.62% 2.03%
Business
Municipal
Taxes asa % % of Total
Average Assessed Average of Assessment Tax
Value Municipal Tax Value Burden
Vancouver 3,257,841.30 21,542.61 0.66% 16.23%
Burnaby 3,026,282.01 25,618.39 0.85% 15.64%
Coquitlam 2,624,543.07 32,715.72 1.25% 9.39%
Delta 1,630,816.44 16,631.39 1.02% 10.98%
Surrey 1,5626,022.23 10,691.10 0.70% 11.43%
Richmond 1,508,651.38 10,053.17 0.67% 15.98%

Attachment 1



2016 Tax Rate Comparison:

Comparison of 2016 Tax Rates By Assessment Class

Sorted By Class 01 - Residential

Attachment 2

Recreation
Municipalities Residential Utilities Maijor Industry | Light Industry Business Non-Profit Farm
Delta 3.2376 39.9967 30.7470 9.7677 10.1982 7.7280 18.8458
Coquitlam 2.7979 40.0000 28.8507 12.6873 12.4653 12.7909 16.2393
Surrey 2.4420 34.5356 11.2388 6.2088 7.0059 2.4643 2.8315
Richmond 2.0538 38.6477 13.5033 6.6637 6.6637 1.9528 12.8441
Burnaby 2.0119 33.1548 44.9480 8.4653 8.4653 1.3088 8.4653
Vancouver 1.5617 30.8860 33.9014 6.6125 6.6125 1.5325 1.5325
2016 Tax Rate Comparison: Sorted By Class 02 - Utilities
Recreation
Municipalities Residential Utilities Major Industry | Light Industry Business Non-Profit Farm
Coquitlam 2.7979 40.0000 28.8507 12.6873 12.4653 12.7909 16.2393
Delta 3.2376 39.9967 30.7470 9.7677 10.1982 7.7280 18.8458
Richmond 2.0538 38.6477 13.5033 6.6637 6.6637 1.9528 12.8441
Surrey 2.4420 34.5356 11.2388 6.2088 7.0059 2.4643 2.8315
Burnaby 2.0119 33.1548 44.9480 8.4653 8.4653 1.3088 8.4653
Vancouver 1.5617 30.8860 33.9014 6.6125 6.6125 1.56325 1.6325
2016 Tax Rate Comparison: Sorted By Class 04 - Major Industry
Recreation
Municipalities Residential Utilities Major Industry | Light Industry Business Non-Profit Farm
Burnaby 2.0119 33.1548 44.9480 8.4653 8.4653 1.3088 8.4653
Vancouver 1.5617 30.8860 33.9014 6.6125 6.6125 1.5325 1.5325
Delta 3.2376 39.9967 30.7470 9.7677 10.1982 7.7280 18.8458
Cogquitlam 2.7979 40.0000 28.8507 12.6873 12.4653 12.7909 16.2393
Richmond 2.0538 38.6477 13.5033 6.6637 6.6637 1.9528 12.8441
Surrey 2.4420 34.5356 11.2388 6.2088 7.0059 2.4643 2.8315
2016 Tax Rate Comparison: Sorted By Class 05 - Light Industry
Recreation
Municipalities Residential Utilities Major Industry Light Industry Business Non-Profit Farm
Coquitlam 2.7979 40.0000 28.8507 12.6873 12.4653 12.7909 16.2393
Delta 3.2376 39.9967 30.7470 9.7677 10.1982 7.7280 18.8458
Burnaby 2.0119 33.1548 44.9480 8.4653 8.4653 1.3088 8.4653
Richmond 2.0538 38.6477 13.5033 6.6637 6.6637 1.9528 12.8441
Vancouver 1.6617 30.8860 33.9014 6.6125 6.6125 1.5325 1.6325
Surrey 2.4420 34.5356 11.2388 6.2088 7.0059 2.4643 2.8315
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2016 Tax Rate Comparison:

Sorted By Class 06 - Business/Other

Recreation

Municipalities Residential Utilities Major Industry Light Industry Business Non-Profit Farm
Coquitlam 2.7979 40.0000 28.8507 12.6873 12.4653 12.7909 16.2393
Delta 3.2376 39.9967 30.7470 9.7677 10.1982 7.7280 18.8458
Burnaby 2.0119 33.1548 44.9480 8.4653 8.4653 1.3088 8.4653
Surrey 2.4420 34.5356 11.2388 6.2088 7.0059 2.4643 2.8315
Richmond 2.0538 38.6477 13.5033 6.6637 6.6637 1.9528 12.8441
Vancouver 1.5617 30.8860 33.9014 6.6125 6.6125 1.5325 1.5325
2016 Tax Rate Comparison: Sorted By Class 08 - Recreation/Non Profit

Recreation

Municipalities Residential Utilities Major Industry Light Industry Business Non-Profit Farm
Coquitlam 2.7979 40.0000 28.8507 12.6873 12.4653 12.7909 16.2393
Delta 3.2376 39.9967 30.7470 9.7677 10.1982 7.7280 18.8458
Surrey 2.4420 34.5356 11.2388 6.2088 7.0059 2.4643 2.8315
Richmond 2.0538 38.6477 13.5033 6.6637 6.6637 1.9528 12.8441
Vancouver 1.5617 30.8860 33.9014 6.6125 6.6125 1.5325 1.5325
Burnaby 2.0119 33.1548 44.9480 8.4653 8.4653 1.3088 8.4653
2016 Tax Rate Comparison: Sorted By Class 09 - Farm

Major Light Recreation

Municipalities Residential Utilities Industry Industry Business Non-Profit Farm
Delta 3.2376 39.9967 30.7470 9.7677 10.1982 7.7280 18.8458
Coquitlam 2.7979 40.0000 28.8507 12.6873 12.4653 12.7909 16.2393
Richmond 2.0538 38.6477 13.5033 6.6637 6.6637 1.9528 12.8441
Burnaby 2.0119 33.1548 44.9480 8.4653 8.4653 1.3088 8.4653
Surrey 2.4420 34.5356 11.2388 6.2088 7.0059 2.4643 2.8315
Delta 3.5156 39.9900 32.8006 10.2374 10.4442 7.7670 18.3686

5331850
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ichmond Bylaw 9695

Annual Property Tax Rates (2017) Bylaw No. 9695

The Council of the City of Richmond enacts as follows:
(a) Parts 1 through 6 excluding Part 3, pursuant to the Community Charter; and

(b) Part 3 pursuant to section 100 of the Municipalities Enabling and Validating Act.

PART ONE: GENERAL MUNICIPAL RATES

1.1 General Purposes

1.1.1 The tax rates shown in column A of Schedule A are imposed and levied on the
assessed value of all land and improvements taxable for general municipal
purposes, to provide the monies required for all general purposes of the City,
including due provision for uncollectible taxes, and for taxes that it is estimated
will not be collected during the year, but not including the monies required for
payments for which specific provision is otherwise made in the Community
Charter.

1.2 City Policing, Fire & Rescue and Storm Drainage

1.2.1 The tax rates shown in columns B, C & D of Schedule A are imposed and
levied on the assessed value of all land and improvements taxable for general
municipal purposes, to provide monies required during the current year for the
purpose of providing policing services, fire and rescue services and storm
drainage respectively in the City, for which other provision has not been made.

PART TWO: REGIONAL DISTRICT RATES

2.1  The tax rates appearing in Schedule B are imposed and levied on the assessed value of
all land and improvements taxable for hospital purposes and for Greater Vancouver
Regional District purposes.
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Bylaw 9695 Page 2

PART THREE: TRUNK SEWERAGE RATES

31

The tax rates shown in Schedule C are imposed and levied on the assessed values of all
land only of all real property, which is taxable for general municipal purposes, within
the following benefitting areas, as defined by the Greater Vancouver Sewerage &
Drainage District:

(a) Area A, being that area encompassing those portions of sewerage sub-areas and
local pump areas contained in the Lulu Island West Sewerage Area of the
Greater Vancouver Sewerage and Drainage District as shown on the current plan
of the Lulu Island West Sewerage Area; and

(b) Area B, being that area encompassing Sea, Mitchell, Twigg and Eburne Islands,
which is that part of the City contained in the Vancouver Sewerage Area of the
Greater Vancouver Sewerage and Drainage District as shown on the current plan
of the Vancouver Sewerage Area; and

(c) Area C, being that part of the City contained in the Fraser Sewerage Area of the
Greater Vancouver Sewerage and Drainage District as shown on the current plan
of the Fraser Sewerage Area,

and the total amount raised annually is to be used to retire the debt (including principal
and interest) incurred for a sewage trunk system, which includes the collection,
conveyance and disposal of sewage, including, without limiting the generality of the
foregoing, forcemain sewers and their pumphouses and such ancillary drainage works
for the impounding, conveying and discharging the surface and other waters, as are
necessary for the proper laying out and construction of the said system of sewerage
works, provided however that land classified as "Agriculture Zone" in Section 14.1 of
the Zoning Bylaw, is exempt from any tax rate imposed or levied pursuant to this Part.

PART FOUR: GENERAL PROVISIONS

4.1

4.2

Imposition of Penalty Dates
4.1.1 All taxes payable under this bylaw must be paid on or before July 4, 2017.
Designation of Bylaw Schedules

421 Schedules A, B and C are attached and designated a part of this bylaw.
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Bylaw 9695 Page 3

PART FIVE: INTERPRETATION

5.1  In this bylaw, unless the context otherwise requires:

CITY means the City of Richmond.
ZONING means the Richmond Zoning
BYLAW Bylaw 8500, as amended from time to time.

PART SIX: PREVIOUS BYLAW REPEAL
6.1 Annual Property Tax Rates (2016) Bylaw No. 9535 is repealed.

PART SEVEN: BYLAW CITATION

7.1  This Bylaw is cited as “Annual Property Tax Rates (2017) Bylaw No. 9695”.

FIRST READING Vo
APPROVED
SECOND READING forcontent by
dept! "{
THIRD READING w%
APPROVED
for qua!ity
AD OPTED by Soh%ltor

MAYOR CORPORATE OFFICER
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SCHEDULE A to BYLAW NO. 9695

PROPERTY COLUMN A | COLUMNB | COLUMNC| COLUMND| TOTAL
CLASS GENERAL | POLICING | FIRE& STORM
PURPOSES | SERVICES RESCUE | DRAINAGE
1. Residential 0.92630 0.34947 0.26307 0.03332 1.57216
2. Utilities 19.81675 7.47639 5.62806 0.71270 33.63390
4. Major 7.40781 2.79479 2.10386 0.26642 12.57288
Industry
5. Light 330320 124622 0.93813 0.11880 5.60635
Industry
6. Business / 3.30320 124622 0.93813 0.11880 5.60635
other
8. Recreation /
non profit 1.01176 0.38171 0.28735 0.03639 1.71721
9. Farm 771737 2.91158 2.19177 0.27755 13.09827
SCHEDULE B to BYLAW NO. 9695
PROPERTY CLASS REGIONAL DISTRICT
1. Residential 0.04145
2. Utilities 0.14506
4. Major Industry 0.14091
5. Light Industry 0.14091
6. Business/other 0.10154
8. Rec/non profit 0.04145
9. Farm 0.04145
SCHEDULE C to BYLAW NO. 9695
AREA RATES
A, B, &C Sewer Debt Levy (land only) 0.00631

5331906
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April 3, 2017 -2- RZ 16-748526

Staff Report
Origih
Pak Ching Chan and Anna Lei Ling Lee have applied to the City of Richmond for permission to
rezone the property at 8511 No. 4 Road from the “Single Detached (RS1/E)” zone to a new
site-specific zone, “Coach House (ZS29) — No. 4 Road”. The proposed rezoning would permit
the property to be subdivided to create two lots, each with a principal dwelling and an accessory
coach house above a detached garage, with vehicle access from the existing rear lane

(Attachment 1). The site is currently occupied by a single-family dwelling, which will be
demolished. The proposed subdivision plan is included in Attachment 2.

The site-specific zone is requested by the applicant in order to facilitate the proposed lot depth of
34.96 m (114.7 ft.), which does not meet the minimum required lot depth of the standard “Coach
Houses (RCH1)” zone of 35.0 m (114.8 ft.). The proposed site-specific zone is identical in all
provisions to the standard “Coach Houses (RCH1)” zone, but allows for the reduced lot depth.

Findings of Fact

A De§elopment Application Data Sheet providing details about the development proposal is
attached (Attachment 3). -

Surrounding Development

Development immediately surrounding the subject site is as follows:

To the North: Single-family dwellings on lots zoned “Single Detached (RS1/E)” fronting
\ No. 4 Road.

To the South: Single-family dwellings on lots zoned “Compact Single Detached (RC1)”
fronting No. 4 Road, with vehicle access from the rear lane.

To the East:  Across No. 4 Road, single-family dwellings on actively farmed agricultural lots
included in the Agricultural Land Reserve (ALR), zoned “Agriculture (AG1)”.

To the West:  Across the rear lane, single-family dwellings on lots zoned “Single Detached
(RS1/B)” fronting Allison Court. '

Related Policies & Studies
Official Community Plan/Broadmoor Area — Ash Street Sub-Area Plan

The Official Community Plan (OCP) land use designation for the subject site is “Neighbourhood
Residential” (NRES). The Broadmoor Area — Ash Street Sub-Area Plan designates the site as
“small lots or large lots” (Attachment 4). The proposal is consistent with these designations.
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Arterial Road Land Use Policy

The Arterial Road Land Use Policy identifies the subject site as “Arterial Road Compact Lot
Single Detached”, which allows for compact lot single detached or compact lot coach house
development. The Arterial Road Land Use Policy requires all compact lot development to be
accessed from an operational municipal lane only. The proposed rezoning and ensuing
development is consistent with this Policy.

Agricultural Land Reserve (ALR) Buffer Zone

Consistent with the OCP guidelines, the applicant is required prior to final adoption of the
rezoning bylaw, to register a legal agreement on Title to ensure that a 4.0 m wide landscaped
Agricultural Land Reserve (ALR) buffer (as measured from the east property line) along No.

4 Road is maintained and will not be abandoned or removed. The legal agreement will also
identify that the property is potentially subject to impacts of noise, dust and odour resulting from
agricultural operations. The application was not referred to the Agricultural Advisory
Committee (AAC), as the committee has requested to review only higher density proposals near
ALR land, and relies on staff to secure the landscaped buffer and legal agreement for single-
family development.

Floodplain Management Implementation Strategy

The proposed redevelopment must meet the requirements of the Richmond Flood Plain
Designation and Protection Bylaw 8204. Registration of a flood indemnity covenant on Title is
required prior to final adoption of the rezoning bylaw. ' '

Public Consultation

A rezoning sign has been installed on the subject property. Staff have not received any
comments from the public about the rezoning application in response to the placement of the
rezoning sign on the property.

Should the Planning Committee endorse this application and Council grant first reading to the
rezoning bylaw, the bylaw will be forwarded to a Public Hearing; where any area resident or
interested party will have an opportunity to comment. Public notification for the Public Hearing
will be provided as per the Local Government Act.

Analysis
Site-Specific Zone

The proposed rezoning application would rezone the subject property to a new site-specific zone,
“Coach House (ZS29) — No. 4 Road”. The proposed lot depth of 34.96 m (114.7 ft.) does not
meet the minimum requirement of the standard “Coach Houses (RCH1)” zone of 35.0 m (114.8
ft.). The proposed site-specific zone is identical in all provisions to the RCHI zone, but allows
for a reduced lot depth. The proposed site-specific zone can be utilized for future rezoning on the
neighbouring sites to the north, which have similar lot depths.
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Tree Retention and Replacement

A Certified Arborist’s Report was submitted by the applicant, which identifies tree species,
assesses tree structure and condition, and provides recommendations on tree retention and
removal relative to the proposed development. The Report assesses two bylaw-sized trees on the
subject site.

The Arborist’s recommendations include relocating (with a tree spade) one Japanese maple tree
on-site (tag# 1) by a qualified tree moving company. The tree is proposed to be moved from the
rear yard to the front yard, as the existing location is in conflict with the proposed coach house
dwelling. One tree on-site (tag# 2) is in poor condition and recommended to be removed. Tree
Preservation staff have reviewed the Arborist’s Report, conducted an on-site visual tree
assessment, and concur with the Arborist’s recommendations.

Tree Protection

The proposed Tree Management Plan is shown in Attachment 5, which outlines the protection
and relocation of the one tree on-site (tag# 1). Prior to demolition of the existing dwelling on the
subject site, the applicant is required to install tree protection fencing around all trees to be
retained.

Prior to final adoption of the rezoning bylaw, the applicant must submit a contract with a
Certified Arborist for the supervision of all works conducted within or in close proximity to tree
protection zones, and provide a Tree Survival Security to the City in the amount of $10,000 for
the one on-site tree to be relocated and retained.

Tree Replacement

Consistent with the OCP tree replacement ratio goal of 2:1, two replacement trees are to be
planted and maintained on the proposed lots. Council Policy #5032 for Tree Planting
(Universal) (adopted by Council on July 10, 1995 and amended in 2015) encourages a minimum
of two trees to be planted and maintained on every lot. Based on the preliminary Landscape Plan
(Attachment 6), the applicant has proposed to plant three trees on proposed Lot A, in addition to
the one tree being relocated and retained, and four trees on proposed Lot B; for a total of eight
trees on-site.

As per Tree Protection Bylaw No. 8057, based on the size of the on-site tree being removed
(34 cm dbh), replacement trees shall be the following minimum sizes:

Minimum Caliper of Deciduous or Minimum Height of Coniferous
No. of Replacement Trees Replacement Tree Replacement Tree
2 6cm 3.5m
2 8cm . 4m

The applicant will provide a Landscape Plan and landscape security based on 100% of the cost
estimate provided by the Landscape Architect, prior to final adoption of the rezoning bylaw,

consistent with the preliminary Landscape Plan (Attachment 6). Securities will not be released
until a landscaping inspection has been passed by City staff after construction and landscaping
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has been completed.. The City may retain a portion of the security for a one year maintenance
period from the date of the landscape inspection.

Site Plan & Architectural Character

Preliminary conceptual plans proposed for redevelopment of the subject site have addressed staff
comments identified as part of the rezoning application review process (Attachment 7).

The proposed site plan involves a principal dwelling on the east side of each lot and an accessory
coach house above a detached garage on the west side of each lot, with vehicle access from the
rear lane. The proposed building siting and open space are consistent with the requirements of
the zone.

The proposed Architectural Elevation Plans include sloped roofs, articulation of the coach house
building and appropriate window placement to minimize overlook of adjacent properties, while
still allowing for passive surveillance of the rear lane. There are no proposed coach house
balconies.

On-site garbage and recycling is proposed to be set back a minimum of 1.5 m from the rear
property line and located within a screened structure, in accordance with the zone.

Prior to final adoption of the rezoning bylaw, minor revisions to enhance the coach house design
may be made to the preliminary conceptual plans included in Attachment 7 to ensure compliance
with the Zoning Bylaw and BC Building Code. Prior to final adoption of the rezoning bylaw, the
applicant must register restrictive covenants on Title to ensure:

e The coach house on each lot proposed cannot be stratified.

e The Building Permit application and ensuing development at the site is generally
consistent with the proposed preliminary conceptual plans.

Plans submitted at Building Permit stage must comply with all City regulations, including
zoning.

Transportation and Site Access

Consistent with the requirements of the zone, pedestrian access to the site and coach house is
proposed via a permeable pathway from both No. 4 Road and the rear lane.

Vehicle access to the proposed lots is to be from the existing rear lane only, with no access
permitted from No. 4 Road, in accordance with Residential Lot (Vehicular) Access Regulation
Bylaw No. 7222, :

For each lot, on-site parking is proposed in a garage in accordance with the zone and consists of
two parking spaces for the principal dwelling provided in tandem arrangement, along with one -
parking space for the coach house to the side (note: tandem parking for the principal dwelling is
permitted in the zone). Prior to final adoption of the rezoning bylaw, the applicant must register
a restrictive covenant on Title, prohibiting the conversion of the tandem garage into habitable
space.
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Prior to issuance of a Building Permit, the applicant is required to submit a Construction Parking
and Traffic Management Plan to the City’s Transportation Department for review.

Affordable Housing Strategy

The proposed rezoning is consistent with the Affordable Housing Strategy, as it involves the
creation of two new lots, each with a principal dwelling and an accessory coach house above a
detached garage.

Site Servicing and Frontage Improvements

At Subdivision stage, the applicant must provide a new 1.5 m wide statutory right-of-way (SRW)
along the east property line for utilities (storm sewer). The applicant is aware that encroachment
into the SRW is not permitted.

At Subdivision stage, the applicant is required to enter into a Servicing Agreement for the design
and construction of engineering infrastructure and frontage improvements, as described in
Attachment 8. Frontage and road improvements include, but are not limited to, the following:

e North-south lane upgrades including rear laneway re-grading to a center swale
configuration, installing rollover curbs and street lighting along entire property’s rear
laneway frontage.

e Providing frontage improvements along No. 4 Road in the form of a new 1.5 m concrete
sidewalk at the property line, with the remaining space to the existing curb to be
treed/grassed boulevard, complete with transitions to the existing sidewalk located to the
north and south.

At Subdivision stage, the applicant is also required to pay current year’s taxes, Development
Cost Charges (City and GVS & DD), Address Assignment Fees, School Site Acquisition Charge,
and the costs associated with the completion of the required servicing works and frontage
improvements as described in Attachment 8.

Financial Impact or Economic Impact

The rezoning application results in an insignificant Operational Budget Impact (OBI) for off-site
City infrastructure (such as roadworks, waterworks, storm sewers, sanitary sewers, street lights,
street trees and traffic signals).

Conclusion

The purpose of this rezoning application is to rezone the property at 8511 No. 4 Road from
“Single Detached (RS1/E)” to a new site-specific zone, “Coach House (ZS29) — No. 4 Road”, in
order to permit the property to be subdivided to create two lots, each with a principal dwelling
and an accessory coach house above a detached garage.

This rezoning application complies with the land use designations and applicable policies
contained within the OCP and Area Plan for the subject site.
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The list of rezoning considerations is included in Attachment 8, which has been agreed to by the
applicant (signed concurrence on file).

On this basis, it is recommended that Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500, Amendment Bylaw 9703
be introduced and given first reading,.

8M~_

Steven De Sousa
Planning Technician — Design
(604-276-8529)

SDS:blg

Attachment 1: Location Map/Aerial Photo

Attachment 2: Proposed Subdivision Plan

Attachment 3: Development Application Data Sheet
Attachment 4: Ash Street Sub-Area Plan Land Use Map
Attachment 5: Tree Management Plan

Attachment 6: Preliminary Landscape Plan

Attachment 7: Preliminary Conceptual Plans
Attachment 8: Rezoning Considerations
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Revision Date:

Note: Dimensions are in METRES
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City of

. Development Application Data Sheet
Richmond P i

Development Applications Department

RZ 16-748526 Attachment 3

Address: 8511 No. 4 Road

Applicant. Pak Ching Chan & Anna Lei Ling Lee

Planning Area(s): Broadmoor (Ash Street Sub-Area)

‘ Existing } Proposed
Owner: A. Lee & P. Chan To be determined
e 2 2 Lot A: 341 m” (3,670 ft)
Site Size: 682 m” (7,340 ft°) Lot B: 341 m? (3.670 )
Land Uses: Single-family residential No change
OCP Designation: _ Neighbourhood Residential Complies
Area Plan Designation: Small lots or large lots Complies
Zoning: Single Detached (RS1/E) Coach House (ZS29) — No. 4 Road
On Future . .
Subdivided Lots ] Bylaw Requirement (2S529) ‘ Proposed l Variance
Floor Area Ratio: Max. 0.6 Max. 0.6 None
permitted
Principal Dwelling Floor Max. 171.6 m? (1,847 ft)) 2 2 None
Area:* (depending on coach house size) 162.1 m* (1,745 t) permitted
Coach House Floor Min. 33.0 m* (355 ft* 2 2 None
Area:* Max. 60.0 m? (645 ftQ) 42.5 m” (457 t) permitted
Total Buildable Floor 2 2 2 2 None
Area:* Max. 204.6 m? (2,202 ft?) Max. 204.6 m” (2,202 ft%) permitted
Buildings: Max. 45% Buildings: 45%
Lot Coverage: Non-porous Surfaces: Max. 70% Non-porous Surfaces: 70% None
Landscaping: Min. 20% Landscaping: 30%
Lot Size: 315.0 m? 341 m? None
. Co Width: 9.0 m Width: 9.7 m
Lot Dimensions: Depth: 34.5 m Depth: 34.96 m None
Princial Dwellin Front: Min. 6 m Front: 6 m
SetbaFc):ks g Rear: Min. 6 m Rear: 17 m~ None
) . Interior Side: Min. 1.2 m Interior Side: 1.2 m
Front: Min. 15 m Front. 21 m
Rear: Min. 1.2 m Rear: 1.2 m
Coach House Setbacks: | Interior Side (Ground): Min. 0.6 m | Interior Side (Ground): 0.6 m None
Interior Side (Upper): Min. 1.2 m Interior Side (Upper): 1.2 m
Opposite Interior Side: Min. 1.8 m | Opposite Interior Side; 2.9 m
Principal Dwelling 1 .
Height: Max. 2 ¥ storeys Max. 2 ¥ storeys None

5306158
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February 1, 2017

On Future
Subdivided Lots

-2

{ Bylaw Requirement (ZS29) ~

RZ 16-748526

Proposed

‘ Variance

Max. 6.5 m measured from the Max. 6.5 m measured from
Coach House Height: highest elevation of the crown of the highest elevation of the None
the lane crown of the lane
. . . Principal Dwelling: 2 Principal Dwelling: 2
On-Site Parking Spaces: . Coach House: 1 Coach House: 1 None
-Srggg:gl Parking Permitted for Principal Dwelling Principal Dwelling: 2 None
. | Principal Dwelling: Min. 30 m®* | Principal Dwelling: Min. 30 m*
Outdoor Amenity Space: Coach House: No minimum Coach House: 6 m* None
Coach House Balcony: Max. 8.0 m? N/A None

Other: Tree replacement compensation required for loss of significant trees.

* Preliminary estimate; not inclusive of garage; exact building size to be determined through zoning bylaw compliance
review at Building Permit stage.

5306158
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ATTACHMENT 8

City of . S

4 Rich d Rezoning Considerations

emess NICNIMOoN Development Applications Department
' 6911 No. 3 Road, Richmond, BC V6Y 2C1

Address: 8511 No. 4 Road : File No.: RZ 16-748526

Prior to final adoption of Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500, Amendment Bylaw 9703, the developer is
required to complete the following:

1. Submission of a Landscape Plan, prepared by a Registered Landscape Architect, to the satisfaction of the Director of
Development, and deposit of a Landscaping Security based on 100% of the cost estimate provided by the Landscape
Architect, including fencing, paving, installation costs and a 10% contingency. The Landscape Plan should:

*  Comply with the guidelines of the OCP’s Arterial Road Policy.
* Include the dimensions of tree protection fencing as illustrated on the Tree Retention Plan attached to this report.
* include the minimum four required replacement trees with the following minimum sizes:

No. of Replacement Trees | Minimum Caliper of Deciduous Tree K@ Minimum Height of Coniferous Tree

2 ’ 6cm 35m
2 8cm 4m

Landscape securities will not be released until a landscaping inspection is passed by City staff. The City may retain a
portion of the securities for a one year maintenance period.

2. Submission of a Contract entered into between the applicant and a Certified Arborist for supervision of any on-site
works conducted within the tree protection zone of the trees to be retained. The Contract should include the scope of
work to be undertaken, including: the relocation of the one tree (tag# 1) with a tree spade by a qualified tree moving
company, the proposed number of site monitoring inspections, and a provision for the Arborist to submit a post-
construction assessment report to the City for review.

3. Submission of a Tree Survival Security to the City in the amount of $10,000 for the one tree (tag# 1) on-site to be
relocated and retained.

Registration of a flood indemnity covenant on Title.

5. Submission of Conceptual Development Plans of the proposed coach houses, to the satisfaction of the Director of
Development, and registration of a legal agreement on Title, ensuring that the Building Permit application and
ensuring development is generally consistent with the proposed plans.

6. Registration of a legal agreement on Title, ensuring that the coach house cannot be stratified.

7. Registration of a legal agreement on Title, ensuring that a 4.0 m wide landscaped Agricultural Land Reserve (ALR)
buffer (as measured from the east property line) along No. 4 Road is maintained and will not be abandoned or
removed. The legal agreement is to identify that the property is potentially subject to impacts of noise, dust and odour
resulting from agricultural operations.

8. Registration of a legal agreement on Title prohibiting the conversion of the tandem parking area into habitable space.

At Demolition Permit* stage, the developer is required to complete the following:

1. Installation of tree protection fencing around all trees to be retained. Tree protection fencing must be installed to City
standard in accordance with the City’s Tree Protection Information Bulletin TREE-03 prior to any works being
conducted on-site, and must remain in place until construction and landscaping on-site is completed.

At Subdivision* and Building Permit* stage, the developer must complete the following requirements:

1. Payment of the current year’s taxes, Development Cost Charges (City and GVS & DD), Address Assignment Fees,
School Site Acquisition Charge, and the cost associated with the completion of the required servicing works and
frontage improvements.

2. Enterinto a Servicing Agreement* for the design and construction of engineering infrastructure and frontage
improvements. Works include, but may not be limited to:

CNCL -123
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Water Works: ‘
*  Using the OCP Model, there is 399 L/s of water available at a 20 psi residual at No. 4 Road frontage. Based on

your proposed development, your site requires a minimum fire flow of 95 L/s.

* The Developer is required to:
*  Submit Fire Underwriter Survey (FUS) or International Organization for Standardization (ISO) fire flow
calculations to confirm the development has adequate fire flow for on-site fire protection. Calculations must
be signed and sealed by a Professional Engineer and be based on Building Permit Stage Building designs.
* Install two new water service connections, both complete with a meter and meter box, off of the existing
300 mm AC watermain along No. 4 Road to service the proposed subdivided lots.
* Remove the existing water service connection at No. 4 Road frontage.
* Atthe Developers cost, the City is to: _

* Perform tie-ins, cutting, and capping of all proposed works to existing City infrastructure.
Storm Sewer Works:
* The Developer is required to:

.* Retain existing storm service connections located at the north and south corners of the No. 4 Road frontage,
remove existing inspection chambers and provide new Type II Inspection Chambers to service the proposed
subdivided lots.

* Provide a 1.5 m wide utility Statutory Right of Way along the entire east property line of the proposed
development. Fencing of any sort will not be allowed within the Statutory Right of Way.

* Install a new 200 mm diameter storm sewer along the proposed site’s rear laneway frontage (approximately
18 m), complete with catch basins and a manhole at the highpoint at the north end and a new manhole at the
lane junction.

* Install, at City’s cost, a new 200 mm diameter storm sewer at the rear lane frontage of 8533 and
8531 No. 4 Road (approximately 22 m), complete with catch basins and a manhole at the highpoint at the
south end. Tie-in to the proposed 200 mm storm sewer mentioned above and into the existing storm sewer in
the abutting lane to the northwest.

* At the Developers cost, the City is to:

* Perform tie-ins, cutting, and capping of all proposed works to existing City infrastructure.
Sanitary Sewer Works.
* The Developer is required to:

* Retain the existing sanitary service connection located at the northwest corner of the proposed site and
provide a new Type II Inspection Chamber to service the proposed subdivided lot to the north.

* Install a new sanitary service connection off of existing SMH1489 to service the proposed subdivided lot to
the south.

* At Developer’s cost, the City is to:

* Perform tie-ins, cutting, and capping of all proposed works to existing City infrastructure.

Frontage Improvements:
* The Developer is required to: '

* Coordinate with BC Hydro, Telus and other private communication service providers:

*  When relocating/modifying any of the existing power poles and/or guy wires within the property
frontages.

*  To determine if above ground structures are required and coordinate their locations (e.g. Vista, PMT,
LPT, Shaw cabinets, Telus Kiosks, etc.). These should be located on-site.

* Provide road improvements along No. 4 Road frontage of the proposed site in accordance with the standard
road cross-section requirements, to include: a 1.5 m boulevard and 1.5 m sidewalk behind the existing
curb/gutter as per Transportation’s requirements.

¢ Provide rear laneway re-grading to a center swale configuration, install rollover curbs and street lighting
along entire property’s rear laneway frontage.

* At City’s cost, provide re-grading to a center swale configuration, install rollover curbs and street lighting
along the rear laneway fronting 8533 and 8531 No. 4 Road (approximately 22 m).

* Complete other frontage improvements as per Transportation’s requirements

General Items:
* The Developer is required to:

CNCL -124
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* Enter into, if required, additional legal agreements, as determined via the subject development's Servicing
Agreement(s) and/or Development Permit(s), and/or Building Permit(s) to the satisfaction of the Director of
Engineering, including, but not limited to, site investigation, testing, monitoring, site preparation,
de-watering, drilling, underpinning, anchoring, shoring, piling, pre-loading, ground densification or other
activities that may result in settlement, displacement, subsidence, damage or nuisance to City and private
utility infrastructure.

*  Complete Road Restoration in compliance with Bylaw 7869 due to any road cuts made in No. 4 Road.

Submission of Building Permit plans that conform to the design covenant registered on title at rezoning stage. The
plans submitted must comply with all City regulations.

Submission of a Construction Parking and Traffic Management Plan to the Transportation Department. Management
Plan shall include location for parking for services, deliveries, workers, loading, application for any lane closures, and
proper construction traffic controls as per Traffic Control Manual for works on Roadways (by Ministry of
Transportation) and MMCD Traffic Regulation Section 01570,

Note:

*

This requires a separate application.

Where the Director of Development deems appropriate, the preceding agreements are to be drawn not only as personal covenants
of the property owner but also as covenants pursuant to Section 219 of the Land Title Act.

All agreements to be registered in the Land Title Office shall have priority over all such liens, charges and encumbrances as is
considered advisable by the Director of Development. All agreements to be registered in the Land Title Office shall, unless the
Director of Development determines otherwise, be fully registered in the Land Title Office prior to enactment of the appropriate
bylaw.

The preceding agreements shall provide security to the City including indemnities, warranties, equitable/rent charges, letters of
credit and withholding permits, as deemed necessary or advisable by the Director of Development. All agreements shall be in a
form and content satisfactory to the Director of Development.

Additional legal agreements, as determined via the subject development's Servicing Agreement(s) and/or Development Permit(s),
and/or Building Permit(s) to the satisfaction of the Director of Engineering may be required including, but not limited to, site
investigation, testing, monitoring, site preparation, de-watering, drilling, underpinning, anchoring, shoring, piling, pre-loading,
ground densification or other activities that may result in settlement, displacement, subsidence, damage or nuisance to City and
private utility infrastructure. "

Applicants for all City Permits are required to comply at all times with the conditions of the Provincial Wildlife Act and Federal
Migratory Birds Convention Act, which contain prohibitions on the removal or disturbance of both birds and their nests. Issuance
of Municipal permits does not give an individual authority to contravene these legislations. The City of Richmond recommends
that where significant trees or vegetation exists on site, the services of a Qualified Environmental Professional (QEP) be secured
to perform a survey and ensure that development activities are in compliance with all relevant legislation.

[Signed copy on file]

Signed ' Date
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& City of
2 Richmond Bylaw 9703

Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500
Amendment Bylaw 9703 (RZ 16-748526)
8511 No. 4 Road

The Council of the City of Richmond, in open meeting assembled, enacts as follows:
1.  Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500, as amended, is further amended by:

a. Inserting the following section into Section 15 (Site Specific Residential (Single
Detached) Zones), in numerical order: :

“15.29 Coach House (ZS29) - No. 4 Road

15.29.1 Purpose

The zone provides for a coach house in conjunction with single detached housing
where there is vehicle access to a rear lane.

15.29.2 Permitted Uses 15.29.3 Secondary Uses
¢ housing, single detached, with a bed and breakfast

detached coach house ¢ boarding and lodging
¢ community care facility, minor
¢ home business
15.29.4 Permitted Density
1. The maximum density is limited to one principal dwelling unit and one coach house
per lot.
2. The maximum floor area ratio (FAR) is 0.6.
3. . The coach house must have a minimum floor area of at least 33.0 m? and must not
exceed a total floor area of 60.0 m?.
4, For the purposes of this zone only, 10% of the floor area total calculated for the lot in

question must be used exclusively for covered areas of the single detached housing
or coach house which are open on two or more sides, with the maximum for the
coach house being 6.0 m?, and is not included in the calculations of the maximum
floor area ratio.

5. Anunenclosed and uncovered balcony of a detached coach house shall have a

maximum area of 8.0 m?, and shall be {ocated so as to face the lane on a mid block lot
and the lane or side street on a corner lot.

5354283 CNCL - 126



BylaW 9703 ’ Page 2

Stairs to the upper level of a detached coach house must be enclosed within the
allowable building area.

Notwithstanding section 4.2.2 of this bylaw, where the lot width is between 9.0 m and
11.5m:

a) a maximum of 58 m? of enclosed parking within a garage located on-site, or
parking spaces within an unenclosed carport located on-site, is not included in
the calculation of the maximum floor area ratio, provided that such enclosed
parking or parking spaces are not used for habitable space; and

b) for the purposes of this subsection 15.29.4.7, a carport means a roofed
structure, open on two or more sides, that is attached to the accessory
building containing the coach house and that is used by the occupants of the
lot to shelter the required vehicle parking spaces.

Permitted Lot Coverage
The maximum lot coverage is 45% for buildings.

No more than 70% of a lot may be occupied by buildings, structures and non-
porous surfaces.

20% of the lot area is restricted to landscaping with live plant material.
Yards & Setbacks

The minimum front yard is 6.0 m, except that accessory buildings, coach houses,
carports, garages and parking spaces must be setback a minimum of 15.0 m.

The minimum interior side yard for a principal building is 1.2 m.

On an interior lot, where the lot width is between 9.0 mand 11.5 m:

a) the minimum setback for an accessory building containing a coach house to
one side lot line is 0.6 m for the ground floor and 1.2 m for the upper floor; and

b) the minimum setback for an accessory building containing a coach house to
the opposite and opposing side lot line is 1.8 m.
On an interior lot, where the lot width is greater than 11.5 m:

a) the minimum setback for an accessory building containing a coach house to
one side lot line is 1.2 m; and

b) the minimum setback for an accessory building containing a coach house to
the opposite and opposing side lot line is 1.8 m.

In addition to subsections 15.29.6.3 and 15.29.6.4, an accessory building containing
a coach house on an interior lot with an east-west orientation shall be located closest
to the southern interior side lot line, to reduce shadowing on the adjacent lot to the
north.
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Bylaw 9703 Page 3

10.

1.

12.

13.

14.

15.29.7

Bay windows and hutches which form part of the coach house may project for a
distance of 0.6 m into the side yard.

The minimum exterior side yard is 3.0 m.

The minimum rear yard is 6.0 m for the single detached housing, except for a
corner lot where the exterior side yard is 6.0 m, in which case the rear yard is
reduced to 1.2 m.

A coach house shall be located within 1.2 m and 10.0 m of the rear lot line.

The minimum building separation space between the principal single detached
housing unit and the accessory building containing a coach house is 4.5 m.

Coach houses and accessory buildings are not permitted in the front yard.

Waste and recycling bins for a coach house shall be located within a screened
structure that is setback a minimum of 1.5 m from the rear lot line.

Building elements in a coach house that promote sustainability objectives such as
solar panels, solar hot water heating systems and rainwater collection systems may
project 0.6 m into the side yard and rear yard.

An unenclosed and uncovered balcony of a detached coach house, located so as to
face the lane on a mid block lot and the lane or side street on a corner lot, may
project 0.6 m into the rear yard.

Permitted Heights

The maximum height for single detached housing is 2 %z storeys or 9.0 m, whichever is
less, but it shall not exceed the residential vertical lot width envelope and the
residential lot depth vertical envelope. For a principal building with a flat roof, the
maximum height is 7.5 m. :

The ridge line of a side roof dormer may project horizontally up to 0.91 m beyond the
residential vertical lot width envelope but no further than the setback required for
the interior side yard or the exterior side yard.

The ridge line of a front roof dormer may project horizontally up to 0.91 m beyond the
residential vertical lot depth envelope but no further than the setback required for
the front yard.

For the purpose of this zone only, residential vertical lot depth envelope means a
vertical envelope located at the minimum front yard setback requirement for the lot in
guestion.

The residential vertical lot depth envelope is:

a) calculated from the finished site grade; and

b) formed by a plane rising vertically 5.0 m to a point and then extending upward
and away from the required yard setback at a rate of the two units of vertical rise
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Bylaw 9703 Page 4

for each single unit of horizontal run to the point at which the plane intersects to
the maximum building height.

6. The maximum height for an accessory building containing a coach house shall be 2
storeys or 6.5 m above the highest elevation of the crown of the abutting lane
measured to the roof ridge, whichever is less.

7. In addition to the requirements in subsection 15.29.7.6, where the lot width is between
9.0mand11.5m:

a) any portion of the ground floor of an-accessory building used for parking
provided in a tandem arrangement that extends beyond the footprint of the
second storey of a coach house shall be no higher than 4.0 m above the
highest elevation of the crown of the abutting lane; and

b) the roof over the portion of the ground floor of an accessory building used for
parking provided in a tandem arrangement must have a minimum pitch of 4:12
and be a gable end roof design.

8. In the ZS29 zone:

a) the first storey of an accessory building containing a coach house facing the
single detached housing shall have a sloping skirt roof, and the maximum
height of the eave of the sloping skirt roof shall be 3.7 m above grade;

b) the maximum height to the top of the sloping skirt roof of the first storey of an
accessory building containing a coach house facing the single detached
housing shall be 4.0 m above grade; and

c) for the purpose of this subsection 15.29.7.8 only, grade means the finished
ground elevation around the accessory building containing the coach house.

9. The maximum height for accessory structures is 9.0 m.
15.29.8 Subdivision Provisions/Minimum Lot Size

1. The minimum lot dimensions and areas are as follows, except that the minimum lot
width for corner lots is an additional 2.0 m:

Minmum  Minmum  Minimumlot | Minimum
frontage lotwidth = depth | lot area

2. A coach house may not be subdivided from the lot on which it is located.
15.29.9 Landscaping & Screening

1. Landscaping and screening shall be provided in accordance with the provisions of
Section 6.0, except that in the ZS29 zone:

a) fences, when located within 3.0 m of a side lot lane abutting a public road or
6.0 m of a front lot line abutting a public road, shall not exceed 1.2 min
height; and
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b) fences, when located elsewhere within a required yard, shall not exceed 1.83 m
in height.

2. A private outdoor space shall be provided with a minimum area of 30.0 m? and a
minimum width and depth of 3.0 m.

3. All private outdoor space shall not be:
a) located in the front yard; and

b) occupied or obstructed by any buildings, structures, projections and on-site
parking, except for cantilevered roofs and balconies which may project into the
private outdoor space for a distance of not more than 0.6 m.

4 A private outdoor space:
a)  shall be for the benefit of the coach house only;

b) may include an open or covered deck, unenclosed balcony, patio pavers, porch
or fenced yard space which is clearly defined and screened through the use of
landscaping, planting or architectural features such as trellises, low fencing or
planters, but not space used for parking purposes; and

c) shall be accessed from the rear yard, lane or coach house.

5. The rear yard between a coach house and the lane, including the building entry to
the coach house, must incorporate:

a) the planting of appropriate trees (e.g. small species or fastigiate/columnar) and
other attractive soft landscaping, but not low ground cover, so as to enhance the
visual appearance of the lane; and

b) high quality permeable materials where there is a driveway to parking spaces
and where the lane has curb and gutter.

6. A high quality screen shall be located between the lane and any surface parking
spaces parallel to the lane, and along the lot line adjacent to any surface parking
spaces if abutting a neighbouring lot. Where the space is constrained, a narrow area
sufficient for the growth of plant material shall be provided at the base of the screen.

7. . Theyard between the coach house and the road on a corner lot shall be designed
and treated as the front yard of the coach house, not be used as private outdoor
space and have quality surface treatment, soft landscaping and attractive plant
materials. :

8. ‘Where vertical greening is used as a means to improve privacy, it may include
building walls and/or the provision of fences and arbours as support structures for
plants. In constrained areas, tall plantings may include varieties of bamboo for
screening and landscaping.

9. A minimum 0.9 m wide, unobstructed, permeable pathway must be provided:

a) clearly leading from the road to the coach house entry; and

b) clearly leading from the lane to the coach house entry.
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15.29.10
1.

15.29.11

1.

On-Site Parking & Loading

On-site vehicle parking shall be provided according to the standards set out in Section
7.0, except that the maximum driveway width shall be 6.0 m.

For the purpose of this zone only, a driveway is defined as any non-porous surface of
the lot that is used to provide space for vehicle parking or vehicle access to or from a
public road or lane.

Where the lot width is between 9.0 m and 11.5 m:

a) the required on-site parking spaces for the single detached housing may be
provided in a tandem arrangement, with the required on-site parking space for
the coach house located to one side; and

b) a coach house may not be located above more than 2 side-by-side parking
spaces in the detached garage or carport, as defined in subsection 15.29.4.7

(b).
Where the lot width is greater than 11.5 m:

a) a coach house may not be located above more than 2 parking spaces in the
detached garage for the single detached housing; and

b) the required parking space and driveway for a coach house must be
unenclosed or uncovered and must be made of porous surfaces such as
permeable pavers, gravel, grasscrete or impermeable wheel paths surrounded
by ground-cover planting.

Other Regulations

Boarding and lodging shall be located only in a single detached housing unit, and not
in the coach house.

A child care program shall not be located in a coach house.
The coach house must be located above a detached garage. .

In addition to the regulations listed above, the General Development Regulations in
Section 4.0 and Specific Use Regulations in Section 5.0 apply.”

CNCL - 131



CNCL - 132



CNCL -133



March 30, 2017 -2- RZ 16-734445

Staff Report
Origin
Oris (TLP) Developments Corp. has applied to the City of Richmond for permission to rezone
5071 Steveston Highway from the “Single Detached (RS1/E)” zone to the “Low Density
Townhouses (RTL4)” zone, to permit the development of nine townhouses, with vehicle access

from Steveston Highway (Attachment 1). A topographic survey of the subject site is included in
Attachment 2.

Findings of Fact

A Development Application Data Sheet providing details about the development proposal is
attached (Attachment 3).

Surrounding Development
Existing development immediately surrounding the subject site is as follows:

e To the North, immediately across the rear lane, is a single-family dwelling on a lot zoned
“Single Detached (RS1/B)”, which fronts Hollymount Drive.

e To the South, immediately across Steveston Highway, is a townhouse complex on a lot
zoned “Low Density Townhouses (RTL1).

e To the East, are single-family dwellings on lots zoned “Single Detached (RS1/E)” and
“Single Detached (RS1/B)”, which front Steveston Highway and Hollymount Drive.

e To the West, is a neighbourhood pub and liquor store on a lot zoned “Pub & Sales (CP2)”
at the intersection of Railway Avenue and Steveston Highway.

Related Policies & Studies
Official Community Plan/Steveston Area Plan

The 2041 Official Community Plan (OCP) Land Use Map designation for the subject site is
“Neighbourhood Residential”, which allows single-family dwellings, duplexes, and townhouses.

The Steveston Area Plan Land Use Map designation for the subject site is “Multiple-Family”
(Attachment 4).

The proposed deve‘lopment is consistent with these land use designations.
Arterial Road Land Use Policy

The Arterial Road Land Use Policy designates the subject site for “Arterial Road Townhouse™
subject to the development criteria in the Policy. The proposed development at the subject site is
consistent with this designation.
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The proposed development at the subject site is less than the minimum 50 m frontage identified
in the townhouse development criteria in the Policy. Due to the subject site’s unique lot
geometry relative to the rest of the properties in the block (i.e., lot depth of 90 m, with street and
lane frontages), the applicant has demonstrated through the rezoning application review process
that a functional site plan that meets the design objectives in the OCP is achievable, and can
potentially provide future shared vehicle access to the adjacent properties to the northwest and to
the east.

Floodplain Management Implementation Strategy

The proposed redevelopment must meet the requirements of the Richmond Flood Plain
Designation and Protection Bylaw 8204. Registration of a flood indemnity covenant on Title is
required prior to final adoption of the rezoning bylaw.

Public Consultation

A rezoning sign has been installed on the subject property. Staff have not received any comments
from the public about the rezoning application in response to the placement of the rezoning sign
on the property.

The applicant has advised that they communicated with five neighbouring property owners at
5091 Steveston Highway, 10591, 10611 Hollymount Drive, and 10700, 10720 Railway Avenue
about their development proposal at the subject site. The applicant has indicated that of the five
neighbours consulted, one supports the proposal, three do not oppose the proposal, and one does
not wish to see changes to the neighbourhood. The applicant states that letters were also
delivered to three other neighbouring property owners at 10601, 10621 Hollymount Drive, and
10680 Railway Avenue, none of which have responded to the applicant to-date. The applicant
has submitted a map showing the properties of the owners consulted, which is included in
Attachment 5. The applicant has advised that they plan to meet again with the neighbouring
property owners to provide an update on the proposal.

Should the Planning Committee endorse this application and Council grant 1* reading to the
rezoning bylaw, the bylaw will be forwarded to a Public Hearing, where any area resident or
interested party will have an opportunity to comment.

Public notification for the Public Hearing will be provided as per the Local Government Act.
Analysis
Site Planning, Access, and Parking

This proposal is to develop nine townhouses units on a development site that would be
approximately 2,175 m” (23,420 ft*) in area after the required road dedication for Steveston
Highway. Conceptual development plans proposed by the applicant are included in Attachment
6.
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The proposed site layout consists of:
¢ One three-storey triplex building along Steveston Highway.

¢ One two-storey building containing four units mid-way through the site along the
north-south internal drive-aisle.

¢ Atwo-storey duplex building at the north end of the internal drive-aisle.

Vehicle access to seven of the nine units proposed would be from Steveston Highway (the south
and middle buildings). Vehicle access for the remaining two units in the duplex building at the
north end of the site is proposed from the existing City rear lane that connects to Hollymount
Drive. With the exception of the garages for the duplex building off the rear lane, the garages for
the remaining units are arranged along the north-south internal drive-aisle. Prior to final
adoption of the rezoning bylaw, the applicant must register a Statutory Right-of-Way (SRW) for
public right-of-passage on Title for the area of the drive-aisle to potentially enable future shared
access to the adjacent properties to the northwest and to the east.

Pedestrian access to the site is proposed from Steveston Highway and from the existing rear lane
in the form of a defined pathway treatment over a portion of the drive-aisle. The pathway will
enable a public pedestrian linkage between the residential neighbourhood to the north and
Steveston Highway. Prior to final adoption of the rezoning bylaw, the applicant must register a
Statutory Right-of-Way (SRW) for public right-of-passage on Title for the pedestrian linkage
through the site.

The main pedestrian unit entries for the triplex building at the south are proposed to front onto
Steveston Highway. The main pedestrian unit entries for the middle and duplex buildings are
proposed to front the internal drive-aisle.

Consistent with the parking requirements in Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500, a total of 18 resident
vehicle parking spaces are proposed, six of which are provided in a tandem arrangement within
the three-storey building along Steveston Highway. A total of two visitor parking spaces are also
proposed on-site. A total of 18 resident bicycle parking spaces (Class 1) are proposed within the
garages of the units, in excess of the Zoning Bylaw requirements, while a bike rack for two
visitor bicycles parking spaces (Class 2) is also proposed on-site.

Prior to final adoption of the rezoning bylaw, the applicant is required to register a legal
agreement on Title to prohibit conversion of the tandem parking spaces to habitable space.

Site-Specific Amendment to the RTL4 Zone

"To respond to the unique site geometry, a site-specific amendment to the RTL4 zone is proposed
as part of this rezoning application to enable the two-storey duplex building to be located at 1.2
m from the rear property line at the subject site only, abutting the existing rear lane.

The siting of the duplex building along the lane enables more efficient use of the land and
requires less hard surface on-site, while limiting vehicle traffic to the two northern most units
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only. The existing rear lane also provides an additional 6 m of separation between the duplex
building and the adjacent single-family property to the north.

Common Amenity Space & Private Outdoor Space

Consistent with the OCP and Council Policy 5041, the applicant proposes a contribution to the
City in the amount of $9,000 ($1,000/unit) prior to rezomng, in-lieu of providing on-site indoor
amenity. space.

Common outdoor amenity space is proposed on-site in a central location that is visible from the
main entry point to the site, and is consistent with the minimum size specified in the OCP
guidelines.

Private outdoor space for the units is proposed primarily in the form of yards at grade, and the
three-storey triplex building along Steveston Highway will also feature private balconies.

Variance Requested

The conceptual development plans illustrated in Attachment 6 comply with Richmond Zoning
Bylaw 8500, with the exception of the following variance requests:

e To allow 50% of the required resident vehicle parking spaces to be small-sized.

(Staff is supportive of this variance request, as it enables the majority of the required
resident parking spaces to be provided within the garages of each unit, in a side-by-side
arrangement).

e To reduce the minimum lot width from 50 m to 24 m.
(Staff is supportive of this variance request for the following reasons:

— The lot geometry at the subject site is unique relative to the rest of the properties in
this block (i.e., lot depth is approximately 90 m and has both street and lane
Sfrontage), and the applicant has demonstrated that a functional site plan that meets
the design objectives in the OCP is achievable.

— The opportunity exists for the remaining residential lots to the east to form a larger
land assembly between the subject site and the existing mid-block townhouse site,
with shared vehicle access secured through a statutory right-of-way registered on
title at the subject site. The applicant has provided a concept plan for future
redevelopment of the adjacent properties to the east in Attachment 6).

Tree Retention, Replacement, and Landscaping

The applicant has submitted a Certified Arborist’s Report, which identifies on-site and off-site
tree species, assesses tree structure and condition, and provides recommendations on tree
retention and removal relative to the proposed development. The Report assesses six
bylaw-sized trees and one Rhododendron shrub on the subject property, one bylaw-sized tree on
the neighbouring property at 5091 Steveston Highway, and a Cedar hedge and bylaw-51zed tree
on City-owned property.
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The City’s Tree Preservation Coordinator and the City’s Parks Department staff have reviewed
the Arborist’s Report and concur with the recommendations to:

e Retain the bylaw-sized tree on the neighbouring property at 5091 Steveston Highway
(Tree # 6).

¢ Remove six bylaw-sized trees and a Rhododendron shrub (Trees # 2, 3, 4, 5, 7, 8, 9) from the
subject site due to poor condition (either dead, dying, sparse canopy foliage, topped, and
exhibiting structural defects). Note: The applicant is required to obtain written confirmation
from the neighbouring property owner at 5091 Steveston Highway prior to rezoning that they
have no concerns with the proposed removal of Tree # 3, which is located on the shared
property line. If written authorization is not obtained, the tree must be protected and the
applicant will be required to submit a contract with a Certified Arborist and a security to
ensure that the tree survives.

¢ Remove the Cedar hedge and bylaw-sized tree on City-oWned property along
Steveston Highway (Tree # 1), as it has been topped and is heavily weighted on the south
side over the sidewalk.

The proposed tree retention plan is shown in Attachment 7.
Tree Protection

To ensure that Tree # 6 on the neighbouring property is retained and protected, the applicant is
also required to complete the following items:

e Prior to final adoption of the rezoning bylaw, submission to the City of a contract with a
Certified Arborist for the supervision of all works conducted within or in close proximity to
the tree’s protection zone.

e Prior to demolition of the existing dwelling on the subject site, installation of tree protection
fencing around the tree. Tree protection fencing must be installed to City standard.

Tree Replacement

In accordance with the 2:1 tree replacement ratio in the OCP, a total of 12 replacement trees are
required to be planted and maintained on-site. The applicant’s preliminary Landscape Plan
illustrates that 19 trees of a variety of species and sizes are proposed. Refinements to the
Landscape Plan will be made as part of the Development Permit application to ensure that tree
planting is proposed in locations that do not conflict with the vehicle drive-aisle and with the
existing right-of-way along a portion of the west property line. To ensure that the replacement
trees are planted and maintained on-site, the applicant is required to submit a Landscaping
Security in the amount of 100% of a cost estimate prepared by a Registered Landscape Architect
(including installation and a 10% contingency) as part of the Development Permit application.

For the removal of Tree # 1 from City-owned property along Steveston Highway, the applicant is
required to submit a contribution in the amount of $650.00 prior to final adoption of the rezoning
bylaw to the City’s Tree Compensation Fund for the planting of trees in the City.
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Affordable Housing Strategy

Consistent with the City’s Affordable Housing Strategy, the applicant proposes to submit a
cash-in-lieu contribution to the Affordable Housing Reserve Fund in the amount of $4.00 per
buildable square foot prior to final adoption of the rezoning bylaw (i.e., $56,210).

Townhouse Energy Efficiency and Renewable Energy

The applicant has committed to achieving an EnerGuide Rating System (ERS) score of 82 and to
provide pre-ducting for solar hot water heating for the proposed development. As part of the
Development Permit application review process, the applicant is required to submit an evaluation
report by a Certified Energy Advisor (CEA) providing details about the specific construction
requirements that are needed to achieve the rating.

Prior to rezoning, the applicant is required to register a restrictive covenant on Title, specifying
that all units are to be built and maintained to ERS 82 or higher, as detailed in the CEA’s
evaluation report, and that all units are to be solar hot water-ready.

Existing Legal Encumbrances

There is an existing statutory right-of-way for sanitary sewer registered on Title of the subject
site, which runs along a portion of the west property line. Encroachment into the right-of-way is
not permitted. As part of the Development Permit Application review process, refinements will
be made to the proposed Landscape Plan to ensure that trees are not planted within the
right-of-way.

Site Servicing and Off-Site Improvements

Prior to rezoning, the applicant is required to:

e Provide a 2.0 m wide road dedication along the entire Steveston Highway frontage for future
road improvements.

e Enter into a Servicing Agreement for the design and construction of off-site improvements,
including (but not limited to):

- upgrades along Steveston Highway to install a new approximately 1.81 m treed/grass
boulevard at the curb and a new 2.0 m wide concrete sidewalk north of the new
boulevard, with transition to the existing sidewalk at the curb to the east and west of the
subject site; and,

- upgrades to the entire east-west section of rear lane to current City standards (including
installation of storm sewer and lighting) from the west property line of the subject site
to Hollymount Drive, as well as for the required water, storm, and sanitary service
connections. :

Further details on the scope of off-site improvements are included in Attachment 8.
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Rezoning Considerations

The list of Rezoning Considerations is included in Attachment 8, which has been agreed to by
the applicant (signed concurrence on file).

Design Review and Future Development Permit Application Considerations

A Development Permit Application is required for the subject proposal to ensure consistency
with the design guidelines for townhouses contained in the OCP, and with the existing
neighbourhood context. '

Further refinements to site planning, landscaping, and architectural character will be made as
part of the Development Permit Application review process, including (but not limited to):

¢ Increasing the amount of live plant material proposed and enhancing on-site permeability
by incorporating additional non-porous surface materials.

¢ Improving the delineation and surface treatment of visitor parking spaces and public
pedestrian pathway on-site.

o Consideration of alternate locations for some of the proposed replacement trees to ensure
no conflict with the vehicle drive-aisle and with the existing right-of-way along a portion
of the west property line.

e Review of the proposed colour palette and exterior building material samples.

¢ Demonstrating that all of the relevant accessibility features are incorporated into the
design of the proposed Convertible Unit, and that aging-in-place features will be
incorporated into all units.

e Reviewing the applicant’s design response to the principles of Crime Prevention Through
Environmental Design (CPTED).

¢ Gaining an understanding of the proposed sustainability features to be incorporated into
the project.

¢ Providing a concept for the off-site boulevard improvements along Steveston Highway.

Financial Impact

This rezoning application results in an insignificant Operational Budget Impact (OBI) for off-site
City infrastructure (such as roadworks, waterworks, storm sewers, sanitary sewers, street lights,
street trees and traffic signals).

Conclusion

This redevelopment proposal is to rezone 5071 Steveston Highway from the “Single Detached
(RS1/E)” zone to the “Low Density Townhouses (RTL4)” zone, to permit the development of
nine townhouses on the subject site. A site-specific amendment to the RTL4 zone is also
proposed with this rezoning to enable a rear yard setback that reflects functional site planning on
this narrow and deep lot.

This proposal is consistent with the land use designation contained within the OCP and the
Steveston Area Plan, as well as with the designation for townhouses under the Arterial Road
Land Use Policy.
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% Richmond

Development Application Data Sheet
Development Applications Department

RZ 16-734445 Attachment 3

Address:

5071 Steveston Highway

Applicant:

Oris (TLP) Developments Corp.

Planning Area(s): Steveston

Existing

Proposed

Owner: Oris (TLP) Developments Corp. To be determined

Site Size (m?): 2,224.7 m? (23,947 1) 211064 argzdf;fazt%f)
Land Uses: Single-family dwelling Townhouses

OCP Designation: Neighbourhood Residential No change

Area Plan Designation: Multiple-Family No change

Zoning: Single Detached (RS1/E) Low Density Townhouses (RTL4)
Number of Units: 1 9

On Future

Bylaw Requirement

Proposed

Variance

Subdivided Lots
Floor Area Ratio:

Max. 0.60

Max. 0.60

None permitted

Buildable Floor Area (m?):*

1,305 m® (14,052 ft°)

Max. 1,305 m*
(14,052 ft°)

None permitted

Building: Max. 40%
Non-porous Surfaces:

Building: Max. 40%
Non-porous Surfaces:

Lot Coverage (% of lot area): Max. 65% Max. 65% None
Live Plant Live Plant
Material; Min. 25% Material: Min. 25%
Minimum Lot Size: N/A N/A - None
Variance
. . : Width: 50 m Width: 24.426 m request to
Minimum Lot Dimensions (m): ) i reduce the
Depth: 35 m Depth: 90 m minimum lot
width to 24 m
Setbacks (m): Front. Min. 6.0 m 6.0m None
Rear: Site-specific Rear: 1.2 m None

amendment to the
RTL4 zone to allow a
1.2 m rear yard for
the proposed duplex
building backing onto
the existing rear lane.
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On Future
Subdivided Lots

Bylaw Requirement

RZ 16-734445

Proposed

Variance

East Side: Min. 3.0 m Building A: 7.5 m; None
Building B: 6.0 m
(projections to 4.5 m for
portions of ground floor,;
Building C: 3.0m
West Side: Min. 3.0 m Building A: 3.0 m None
BuildingB: 7.4 m
Building C: 3.9m
Height (m): Max. 12 m (3 storeys) Max. 12 m (3 storeys) None
-Si i i — | 2(R)&0.2 (V) perunit
On-Site Vehicle Parklng Spaces (R) Mp 18 (R) and 2 (V) None
Regular (R) / Visitor (V) Total: 18 (R) and 2 (V)
. ) ] 1.25 (R) & 0.2 (V) per unit
On-Site Bicycle Parking Spaces: 12 (R) and 2 (V) None
Total: 12 (R) and 2 (V)
; . Permitted — Max. 50%
Tandem Parking Spaces: Total: 9 3 None
Variance
Only permitted for sites requested to
Small Car Parking Spaces: requiring more than 30 9 allow 50% small

parking spaces car parking
spaces
: Min. 50 m? or cash-in-lieu P
A - : , h-in-
menity Space — Indoor at $1,000 per unit Cash-in-lieu of $9,000 None
Amenity Space — Outdoor: 54 m? 54 m? None

Other: Tree replacement compensation required for loss of bylaw-sized trees.

* Preliminary estimate; not inclusive of garage.
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ATTACHMENT 8

Rezoning Considerations

Development Applications Department
6911 No. 3 Road, Richmond, BC V6Y 2C1

Address: 5071 Steveston Highway File No.: RZ 16-734445

Prior to final adoption of Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500, Amendment Bylaw 9705, the applicant is
required to complete the following:

1.
2.

10.

11.

2.0 m wide road dedication along the entire Steveston Highway frontage.

City acceptance of the applicant’s offer to contribute $650 to the City’s Tree Compensation Fund for the planting of
replacement trees within the City.

Submission of a Contract entered into between the applicant and a Certified Arborist for supervision of any on-site
works conducted within the tree protection zone of Tree # 6 on the neighbouring property to the east at

5091 Steveston Highway, which is to be retained. The Contract must include the scope of work to be undertaken,
including: the proposed number of site monitoring inspections at specified stages of construction, any special
measures required to ensure tree protection, and a provision for the Arborist to submit a post-construction assessment
report to the City for review.

Submission of written confirmation from the property owner at 5091 Steveston Highway for the removal of Tree # 3,
which is located on the shared property line. If written authorization is not obtained, the applicant will be required to:

a) submit a Contract with a Certified Arborist to supervise all works conducted within the tree’s protection zone.
The Contract must include the scope of work to be undertaken including the proposed number of monitoring
inspections at specified stages of construction, all special measures required to ensure tree protection (e.g.
permeable drive-aisle surface etc.), and a provision for the Arborist to submit a post-construction impact
assessment report to the City for review; and,

b) submit a security in the amount of $10,000 to ensure that the tree survives. The survival security will be held
until all construction and landscaping on-site is completed and inspected, and until the Arborist submits a
post-construction impact assessment report confirming that the tree has survived. The City may retain a
portion of the security for a one-year maintenance period to ensure that the tree survives.”

City acceptance of the applicant’s offer to contribute $1,000 per dwelling unit (e.g. $9,000) in-lieu of the provision of
on-site indoor amenity space.

City acceptance of the applicant’s offer to contribute $4.00 per buildable square foot (e.g. $56,210) to the City’s
Affordable Housing Reserve Fund.

Registration of a flood indemnity covenant on Title.
Registration of a legal agreement on Title prohibiting the conversion of the tandem parking area into habitable space.

Registration of a legal agreement on Title identifying that the proposed development must be designed and
constructed to meet or exceed EnerGuide 82 criteria for energy efficiency and that all dwellings are pre-ducted for
solar hot water heating.

Granting of a statutory right-of-way for the purposes public-right-of-passage over portions of the property, to:

a) enable a public pedestrian connection from the existing neighbourhood to the north through the site and out to
Steveston Highway; and b) to enable shared vehicle access through the subject site to adjacent properties to the east
and west should they redevelop in the future. The works are to be built and maintained by the property owner.

The submission and processmg of a Development Permit* completed to a level deemed acceptable by the Director of
Development.
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12. Enter into a Servicing Agreement* for the design and construction of frontage improvements along
Steveston Highway and the rear lane, as well as for water, storm, and sanitary service connections. The scope of the
works is to include, but may not be limited to:

Frontage Improvements:

Rear Lane: upgrade the entire east-west section of rear lane to current City Engineering design standards
(DWG. R-6-DS) including the installation of lane drainage and lighting (from the west property line of the

subject site to Hollymount Drive). The scope of lane drainage is discussed further under the section entitled
“Storm Sewer Works” below.

Steveston Highway: from back of existing curb, install a new approximately 1.81 m treed/grass boulevard at the
curb and a new 2.0 m wide concrete sidewalk north of the new boulevard, with transition to the existing sidewalk
at the curb to the east and west of the subject site. The final dimensions of the frontage works are to be
determined through the SA review process. Notes: Boulevard tree species are to be confirmed by the City’s
Parks Department through the SA review process, with careful consideration to ensure a species that can
withstand relocation as part of any future intersection improvements at Steveston Highway and Railway Avenue.
Trees are to be located as far north in the new boulevard as possible.

The applicant is required to coordinate with BC Hydro, Telus and other private communication service providers:

-~ To underground Hydro service lines.

- Provide pre-ducting for future Hydro/Tel/Cable utilities, if required.

-~ To relocate/modifying any of the existing power poles and/or guy wires within the property frontages.

-~ To determine if aboveground structures are required and to coordinate their locations (e.g. Vista, PMT, LPT,
Shaw cabinets, Telus Kiosks, etc.). These should be located on-site.

Water Works.

Using the OCP Model, there is 774 L/s of water available at a 20 psi residual at the Steveston Highway frontage.
Based on your proposed development, your site requires a minimum fire flow of 220 L/s. At Building Permit
stage, the applicant is required to submit Fire Underwriter Survey (FUS) or International Organization for
Standardization (ISO) fire flow calculations to confirm the development has adequate fire flow for on-site fire
protection. Calculations must be signed and sealed by a Professional Engineer and be based on Building Permit
Stage Building designs.

At the Applicant’s cost, the City is to:

- Install one new water service connection off of the existing 400 mm AC watermain on Steveston Highway.
If meter is located in a meter chamber, a Statutory Right-of-Way (SRW) is required.

- Cut and cap at main, the existing 20 mm water service connection at the Steveston Highway frontage.

Storm Sewer Works:

At the Applicant’s cost, the City is to:

- Install approximately 63 m of lane drainage from Hollymount Drive to the west property line of the subject
site, including appropriate catch basins and manholes as per City specifications. The City will fund
construction of the portion of lane drainage that is not along the frontage of 5071 Steveston Highway
(approximately 38 m), subject to funding approval. The applicant shall be responsible for the cost of design
of the entire length of lane drainage, and for the cost of construction of the remaining 25 m of lane drainage
along the lane frontage of 5071 Steveston Highway.

- Check the existing storm service connection at the southeast corner to confirm the material, capacity, and
condition of the inspection chamber and pipes by video inspection. If deemed acceptable by the City, the
existing service connection may be retained. In the case that the service connection is not in a condition to be
re-used, a new service connection, complete with inspection chamber, shall be installed at the south property
line off of the existing 600mm concrete storm main along Steveston Hwy, and the existing lead capped at the
inspection chamber at the applicant’s cost.
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Sanitary Sewer Works:
* At the Applicant’s cost, the City is to:

- Install a new sanitary service connection off of the existing manhole SMH7439 at the northwest corner of the
subject site. The manhole will serve as the inspection chamber.

- Cut and cap the existing sanitary lead at the west property line of the subject site

General Items:

e The Applicant is required to enter into, if required, additional legal agreements, as determined via the subject
development's Servicing Agreement(s) and/or Development Permit(s), and/or Building Permit(s) to the
satisfaction of the Director of Engineering, including, but not limited to, site investigation, testing, monitoring,
site preparation, de-watering, drilling, underpinning, anchoring, shoring, piling, pre-loading, ground densification
or other activities that may result in settlement, displacement, subsidence, damage or nuisance to City and private
utility infrastructure.

e The Applicant is required to provide, prior to soil densification and preload installation, a geotechnical assessment
of preload and soil densification impacts on the existing utilities surrounding the development site and provide
mitigation recommendations.

* Any permanent structures such as trees and fences are not to encroach into any City Statutory Right-of-Way
(SRW)s.

Prior to a Development Permit* application being forwarded to the Development Permit Panel for
consideration, the developer is required to:

e Complete a proposed townhouse energy efficiency report and recommendations prepared by a Certified Energy
Advisor which demonstrates how the proposed construction will meet or exceed the required townhouse energy
efficiency standards (EnerGuide 82 or better), in compliance with the City’s Official Community Plan.

Prior to removal of “Tree # 1” and the hedge in the boulevard along Steveston Highway on City-owned
property, the applicant must complete the following requirements:

e Contact the City’s Parks Division (604-244-1208 x 1317) 4 business days prior to removal to allow proper
signage to be posted.

Prior to Demolition Permit* issuance, the applicant must complete the following requirements:

e Installation of tree protection fencing on-site around the dripline of retained trees shared with or located on the
adjacent property to the east at 5091 Steveston Highway. Tree protection fencing must be installed to City
standard in accordance with the City’s Tree Protection Information Bulletin TREE-03 prior to any works being
conducted on-site, and must remain in place until construction and landscaping on-site is completed.

Prior to Building Permit* issuance, the applicant must complete the following requirements:

e Incorporation of all Convertible Unit features and aging-in-place features in Building Permit (BP) plans as
determined via the Rezoning and/or Development Permit processes.

e Incorporation of all energy efficiency requirements in Building Permit (BP) plans necessary to meet or exceed
the EnerGuide 82 or better rating as described in the report prepared by the Certified Energy Advisor as part of
the Rezoning and/or Development Permit processes.

e Submission of a Construction Parking and Traffic Management Plan to the Transportation Department. The
Management Plan shall include location for parking for services, deliveries, workers, loading, application for any
lane closures, and proper construction traffic controls as per Traffic Control Manual for works on Roadways (by
Ministry of Transportation) and MMCD Traffic Regulation Section 01570.

e Obtain a Building Permit (BP) for any construction hoarding. If construction hoarding is required to temporarily
occupy a public street, the air space above a public street, or any part thereof, additional City approvals and
associated fees may be required as part of the Building Permit. For additional information, contact the Building
Approvals Department at 604-276-4285. CNCL - 158



Note:

*

This requires a separate application.

Where the Director of Development deems appropriate, the preceding agreements are to be drawn not only as personal covenants
of the property owner but also as covenants pursuant to Section 219 of the Land Title Act.

All agreements to be registered in the Land Title Office shall have priority over all such liens, charges and encumbrances as is
considered advisable by the Director of Development. All agreements to be registered in the Land Title Office shall, unless the
Director of Development determines otherwise, be fully registered in the Land Title Office prior to enactment of the appropriate
bylaw.

The preceding agreements shall provide security to the City including indemnities, warranties, equitable/rent charges, letters of
credit and withholding permits, as deemed necessary or advisable by the Director of Development. All agreements shall be in a
form and content satisfactory to the Director of Development.

Additional legal agreements, as determined via the subject development's Servicing Agreement(s) and/or Development Permit(s),
and/or Building Permit(s) to the satisfaction of the Director of Engineering may be required including, but not limited to, site
investigation, testing, monitoring, site preparation, de-watering, drilling, underpinning, anchoring, shoring, piling, pre-loading,
ground densification or other activities that may result in settlement, displacement, subsidence, damage or nuisance to City and
private utility infrastructure.

Applicants for all City Permits are required to comply at all times with the conditions of the Provincial Wildlife Act and Federal
Migratory Birds Convention Act, which contain prohibitions on the removal or disturbance of both birds and their nests. Issuance
of Municipal permits does not give an individual authority to contravene these legislations. The City of Richmond recommends
that where significant trees or vegetation exists on site, the services of a Qualified Environmental Professional (QEP) be secured
to perform a survey and ensure that development activities are in compliance with all relevant legislation.

(signed original on file)

Signed Date
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Report to Committee

ichmond
To: Public Works and Transportation Committee Date: April 3, 2017
From: Tom Stewart, AScT. File: 02-0735-01/2017-Vol
Director, Public Works Operations 01
Re: Standardization of City's Single and Tandem Axle Vehicle Fleet

Staff Recommendation

1. That the Peterbilt make be adopted as the standard for future single and tandem axle cab
and chassis vehicle requirements;

2. That staff be authorized to competitively bid directly with Peterbilt dealers to obtain best
value; and

3. That the Peterbilt make standard for the cab and chassis components of the City’s single
and tandem axle vehicle fleet be reviewed after five years or sooner if the City does not
receive competitive bids in order to evaluate suitability in relation to overall best value.

Tom Stewart, AScT.
Director, Public Works Operations
(604-233-3301)

REPORT CONCURRENCE

ROUTED To: CONCURRENCE CONCURREN(}/E,QILGBIERAL MANAGER
Finance Department 4 Z&\

£ —=
REVIEWED BY STAFF REPORT / InmaLs: 1 ApPROVED Bl CAO

AGENDA REVIEW SUBCOMMITTEE
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Staff Report
Origin

This report seeks Council approval to adopt the Peterbilt make as the City standard for its single
and tandem axle cab and chassis vehicle requirements. Standardization for this facet only of the
City’s trucking fleet will enable economies of scale in parts standardization, tooling,
maintenance and vehicle operations.

This report supports Council’s 2014-2018 Term Goal #6 Quality Infrastructure Networks:

Continue diligence towards the development of infrastructure networks that are safe,
sustainable, and address the challenges associated with aging systems, population
growth, and environmental impact.

6.1. Safe and sustainable infrastructure.
Background

Recent multiple competitive bids issued to the marketplace for single axle and tandem axie dump
truck replacements have consistently resulted in the Peterbilt make winning the bid through
evaluation by providing best value to the City in the areas of:

e Product quality

e Dealership support

e Dependability/reliability

e Overall operational performance

Further, due to their quality make, Peterbilt also offer high trade-in values at the end of their
lifecycle.

The City currently has four Peterbilt units in the fleet (dump truck units 1454, 1455, 1668 and
1768), with an additional two units recently approved for award (replacement for units 1165 and
1278). The existing units have provided exceptional value in terms of performance and
contribute to operational efficiency and effectiveness through minimal to no downtime; reduced
maintenance requirements; consistency in application and use by operators; interchangeability of
attachments and overall fuel efficiency.

Analysis

The City’s large truck fleet is currently made up of four single-axle dump trucks, six tandem axle
dump trucks, a flusher truck, a crane truck, two sweepers and three hydro excavation trucks.
Staff propose to standardize to Peterbilt and offer an opportunity to bid on the cab and chassis
components of these units as they become eligible for replacement (due to age, condition, etc.) to
Peterbilt dealers. Vehicle outfitting (dump boxes, sanding/salting inserts, deck components,
hydro excavation equipment, etc.) would be acquired through the regular competitive bid
process.
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Standardizing the cab and chassis components of the truck fleet offers a number of benefits,
including:

e Redundancy — professional driver/operator training in vehicle operation is able to be
standardized.

e Maintenance — vehicle maintenance is able to be managed more efficiently on
standardized units. This includes the ability to standardize training for the City’s
mechanics who service these units.

e [nventory — parts and tooling inventory is able to be standardized, which helps to achieve
economies of scale and improved efficiency in vehicle maintenance aspects, i.e. reduces
the need to store a wider variety of parts for different makes.

e Parts Interchangeability — Various components, such as those used for snow response
operations, are able to be exchanged between units (where required) to maximize vehicle
uptime during key operational response priorities/events.

e FEngine Performance — the Peterbilt is a quality design engine, suited to the demands of
Public Works/Parks maintenance and construction projects.

Fleet and Purchasing staff would ensure standard purchasing protocols are followed to achieve
best value through competitive bidding with the two local Peterbilt dealers, and any and all
Peterbilt dealers that wish to participate in the process.

Environmental Impact

Replacement of the types of vehicles noted in this report with newer engine technology will
result in lower Greenhouse Gas Emissions, thereby contributing to the goals and objectives of
the City’s Green Fleet Action Plan, which establishes a 2% annual reduction in overall fuel-
related emissions.

‘Financial Impact

All vehicle/truck replacements are identified as part of the annual Fleet Vehicle Equipment
Reserve capital program. Only those units which are approved as part of the annual capital
program will be acquired under the proposed approach.

The Peterbilt make typically has a higher acquisition cost (approximately 15%). However, when
trade-in value, maintenance and other operational costs are considered over the 10-year lifecycle
of the units, the Peterbilt make offers approximately 45% savings over other makes.

Conclusion

This report proposes that the City’s large truck fleet (dump trucks, vactors, etc.) be standardized
to the Peterbilt make due to their reliability, quality make and overall best value as demonstrated
through experience with existing Peterbilts in the City’s fleet. Purchasing protocols to ensure
best value will continue to be applied in competitive bidding with local and all Peterbilt dealers.
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A five-year timeframe is proposed, after which this approach will be reviewed to determine if the
- City’s needs and best value requirements are continuing to be met. Staff will report back at the
end of the five-year period should it be recommended to continue beyond that timeframe.

St

Suzanne Bycraft Syd Stowe
Manager, Fleet and Environmental Programs Manager, Purchasing
(604-233-3338) - (604-276-4061)
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xR . Report to Committee
2822 Richmond

To: Public Works and Transportation Committee Date: March 23, 2017

From: Tom Stewart, AScT. File: 10-6370-01/2017-Vol
Director, Public Works Operations 01

Re: Report 2016: Recycling and Solid Waste Management - On Track for 80%

Waste Diversion

Staff Recommendation

That the annual report titled, “Report 2016: Recycling and Solid Waste Management — On Track
for 80% Waste Diversion” be endorsed and Attachment 1 be made available to the community
through the City’s website and through various communication tools including social media
channels and as part of community outreach initiatives.

Tom Stewart, AScT.
Director, Public Works Operations
(604-233-3301)

Att. 1

REPORT CONCURRENCE

CONCURRENCE-OF RAlL. MANAGER

- /ﬂ&‘\)

REVIEWED BY STAFF REPORT / INITIALS:
AGENDA REVIEW SUBCOMMITTEE
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Staff Report
Origin

This report presents the City’s annual progress toward waste diversion goals as outlined in the
attached “Report 2016: Recycling and Solid Waste Management — On Track for 80% Waste
Diversion”.

This report supports Council’s 2014-2018 Term Goal #4 Leadership in Sustainability:

Continue advancement of the City’s sustainability framework and initiatives to improve
the short and long term livability of our City, and that maintain Richmond’s position as a
leader in sustainable programs, practices and innovations.

4.1.  Continued implementation of the sustainability framework.
This report supports Council’s 2014-2018 Term Goal #9 A Well-Informed Citizenry:

Continue to develop and provide programs and services that ensure the Richmond
community is well-informed and engaged on City business and decision making.

9.1.  Understandable, timely, easily accessible public communication.
Analysis
Background

The City’s goals to reduce waste are aligned with regional targets in the Integrated Solid Waste
and Resource Management Plan (ISWRMP). Richmond notably achieved its first target of 70%
waste diversion in 2013 — two years ahead of schedule — and is now well positioned to pursue the
next target of 80% waste diversion by 2020. With the full suite of programs now available in the
community, and the continued commitment by community members to recycle, Richmond is on
track to achieve this next target and its goal to be a Recycling Smart City.

To achieve its goals, the City assesses and updates existing programs, introduces new policies,
bylaws and programs, and works with residents and community partners to improve and expand
its waste reduction and recycling services. These programs and services are further supported by
arange of communication and outreach programs to ensure residents are aware of the services
available and understand how to access and use these services effectively. “Report 2016:
Recycling and Solid Waste Management — On Track for 80% Waste Diversion” (the Report)
(Attachment 1), summarizes Richmond’s comprehensive programs, highlights results achieved
in 2016, provides insights into upcoming initiatives, and includes tips and resources to support
recycling and sustainable waste management.

2016 Highlights

The Report provides an overview of Richmond’s progress towards its waste diversion targets
based on the combination of convenient, responsive services that are adapted to meet emerging

5352261
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needs and priorities, clear requirements through bylaws and other guidelines, and community
outreach and communication initiatives.

Key accomplishments-in 2016 include:

e Achieved 78% waste diversion from single-family homes.

o Introduced biweekly Garbage Cart service for more than 33,000 single-family homes and
townhomes to promote increased recycling and waste diversion.

e Infroduced the Richmond Collection Schedule App to provide residents with reminders
about their curbside collection day and information about drop-off locations for various
materials using the Recycling Wizard. Since its launch in 2016, there were 14,413 online
searches for collection day details and 41,326 searches for materials using the Recycling
Wizard, and 5,156 residents signed up for weekly reminders.

e Introduced Donation Bin Regulation Bylaw 9502 that restricts donation bin placement to
registered charities only and establishes suitable, safe locations for bin placement as part
of promoting reuse of used household clothing and other items.

e Supported 153 student volunteers as they contributed 2,661 hours to promote recycling
and responsible waste management at community events.

e Introduced the Demolition Waste and Recyclable Materials Bylaw No. 9516, which
requires that 70% of waste from single-family home demolitions be recycled or diverted
from waste disposal.

~ e Introduced a new Recycling Champions program to work with residents who are
interested in helping their neighbours increase their recycling by providing recycling tips
and advice, and by raising awareness about the importance of recycling.

e Supported recycling for approximately 170,000 attendees at more than 50 events.

» Responded to over 26,670 customer service requests and administrative transactions
related to garbage and recycling via the Environmental Programs Information Line.

e Delivered 38 recycling and waste reduction workshops with approximately 860
attendees, organized 10 DreamRider and Zero Heroes theatrical shows involving more
than 3,710 students, hosted five Recycling Depot tours for 105 students and teachers, and
participated at six community events to raise awareness about how to properly sort
recyclables to reduce contamination.

These and other key accomplishments in 2016 are outlined in further detail in the Report.

Report 2016 Overview

The 2016 Report contains four chapters. The first three chapters summarize outcomes and
accomplishments in the past year, provide data to report on progress related to current waste
management and recycling services, and highlight the variety of public education/community
outreach programs delivered across the city. The final chapter in the Report is a comprehensive

5352261
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tips and resources section. The Report content also features tips for residents to help them
connect with City and product stewardship programs for disposing of a variety of items.

A summary overview of each chapter follows.

Chapter 1. Annual Outlook — On Track for 80% Waste Diversion highlights the City’s progress
and key achievements that support achieving its target for 80% waste diversion by 2020. A key
initiative in 2016 involved the implementation of the new biweekly Garbage Cart program,
which included providing residents with the option to reduce their curbside garbage collection
fees by selecting smaller cart sizes. The program rollout involved extensive communication to
inform residents about the shift to biweekly collection, how the program works and the
opportunities to select their preferred cart size. As part of the implementation, the City
introduced a new, free Richmond Collection Schedule App, which provides residents with
reminders about their curbside collection day as well as a Recycling Wizard that makes it easy to
look up where to recycle household items.

The City continues to promote outreach and community partnerships through its new Recycling
Champions Program, which provides resources and support to residents who are leaders in
recycling and interested in assisting their neighbours to increase recycling.

Policy improvements highlighted in this chapter include the new Demolition Waste and
Recyclable Materials Bylaw No. 9516, which requires mandatory recycling of demolition
materials from single-family homes, and a new Donation Bin Regulation Bylaw No. 9402, which
restricts donation bins to registered charities and establishes suitable, safe locations for bin
placement to address concerns about illegal dumping and a lack of clear requirements for
managing these types of bins.

To address public spaces waste management, the City is testing in-ground garbage bins as a
means to provide more capacity for outdoor garbage collection while reducing collection
frequency needs. As well, the City’s Event Recycling Program provides event organizers with
recycling and garbage carts at no charge, complimentary collection services and guidance on
what is required for effective waste management at events.

Chapter 2: Programs and Services — Expanding Services to Make Recycling Easy and
Convenient describes the City’s comprehensive recycling and waste reduction initiatives and
highlights how each program contributes to overall diversion targets and sustainability goals.
This chapter provides details on the quantities collected through the Blue Box, Blue Cart, and
Green Cart recycling programs, drop-off services at the Richmond Recycling Depot, Yard
Trimmings Drop Off service and litter collection services. This section also includes details on
the City’s Large Item Pick Up Program, and the major categories of items collected through this
program. It is noted that residents in single-family homes have reduced their garbage by 17%,
which is equal to more than 2,000 tonnes, following the introduction of the biweekly Garbage
Cart program. Waste diversion increased from 74% to 78% in 2016. In addition, this section
outlines new guidelines being developed to assist developers in designing effective recycling
space in new commercial and multi-family buildings.
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Chapter 3: Outreach and Customer Service — Supporting Awareness and Education presents the
City’s commitment to support waste reduction and reuse by working together with community
members and partners. This includes informing and educating residents and supporting recycling
leaders in the community through its high school Green Ambassadors and the newly introduced
Recycling Champions programs. The City’s extensive public education and community outreach
initiatives target emerging information needs, such as how to use new programs or tips on how to
recycle correctly to reduce contamination, as well as increasing awareness and fostering
sustainable behaviours to make recycling and responsible waste management a way of life. Free
workshops on composting, reducing food waste, eco-cleaning, and how to sort recycling
correctly are offered throughout the year, as are outreach displays at various events and in local
shopping centres. City staff partnered with the Richmond School District to engage 3,534
elementary school students and 177 teachers to teach them how to recycle and inspire them to
reduce waste. City staff members also mentored approximately 150 high school Green
Ambassadors, who contributed more than 2,660 volunteer hours to support community events
and the annual REaDY Summit.

Chapter 4: Tips and Resources — Easy Steps to Increase Recycling and Reduce Waste provides a
comprehensive guide to recycling. It includes specific information on how and what to recycle in
the City’s Blue Box, Blue Cart, Large Item Pick Up and Green Cart programs. There is
information on how to compost at home, the items accepted for recycling at the Richmond
Recycling Depot, and what do to with many household items ranging from medication to
recyclable mattresses. In addition to these tips and resources, the City applies communication
tactics such as advertising and social media, to raise awareness about key household materials
that can contaminate recycling, such as electronics, Styrofoam and plastic bags, and provides
information on how to recycle these materials using drop-off programs.

The resources section includes information on what to do with special waste items and banned
materials, including recycling and disposal options through take-back programs. There is contact
information and locations for Richmond services and community partners involved in
stewardship programs.

Moving Forward

As the City continues to grow and expand our services to further advance toward 80% waste
diversion for all residents, key focus areas in 2017 will include:

1. Improve litter collection efficiency by installing in-ground containers in high traffic
and/or remote public spaces to address garbage capacity concerns and reduce service
frequency, and implement new litter collection routes to maximize operational efficiency.

2. Report on potential changes to the configuration of the Recycling Depot, including hours
and days of operation, and items accepted, with a goal to enhance the Richmond
Recycling Depot.

3. Improve emergency preparedness through the development of a Disaster Debris
Management Plan for Richmond that aligns with the Metro Vancouver regional plan.

4. Review and report progress on Demolition Waste and Recyclable Materials Bylaw No.
9516 as part of promoting expanded recycling of demolition materials.
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5. Continue to raise awareness about how to recycle and the importance of responsible
waste management through workshops, theatrical shows, digitally-led classroom
activities, and support the 6th Annual REaDY Summit.

6. Work with Recycling Champions and property managers to increase recycling in multi-
family complexes, with a focus on increasing recycling and reducing contamination.

7. Generate awareness about the types of materials that are recyclable in Richmond’s
programs and how to sort recyclables properly to reduce contamination.

8. Expand public spaces recycling options by leveraging new bin options to provide
convenient, accessible recycling, and enhance the container replacement and maintenance
program.

Proposed Communication

Subject to Council’s approval, the annual "Report 2016: Recycling and Solid Waste
Management — On Track for 80% Waste Diversion" will be posted on the City’s website and
made available through various communication tools including social media channels and as part
of community outreach initiatives.

Financial Impact

Programs related to solid waste that impact service levels are brought to Council for review and
consideration throughout the year.

Conclusion

Through the annual "Report 2016: Recycling and Solid Waste Management — On Track for 80%
Waste Diversion", the City is providing its residents with a progress report on the many recycling
and waste management programs and activities delivered in the community. The Report also
serves as a comprehensive resource guide that supports recycling, reuse and reduction activities
throughout the year. By tracking progress towards its goals for waste diversion and reporting this
to the community, the City is demonstrating Richmond’s commitment to responsive services,
responsible government and accessible information and communication.

It is through residents’ participation and commitment to recycling that those living in single-
family homes have achieved 78% waste diversion in 2016, which is on track for the goal to
divert 80% of waste by 2020.

=

Suzanne Bycraft
Manager, Fleet and Environmental Programs
(604-233-3338)

Att. 1: Report 2016: Recycling and Solid Waste Management — On Track for 80% Waste
Diversion
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A key initiative in 2016 involved the implementation of the City's new residential Garbage Cart program,
which involved a shift to biweekly collection. Under the new biweekly Garbage Cart program, the City
provided residents with garbage carts with lids and wheels at no cost. Residents” annual utility fee for
curbside garbage collection is now based on the size of cart they choose. Residents who opted for smaller
carts — generating less garbage — now pay less for their garbage collection. The program rollout included
information kits to inform residents about how the biweekly collection program works, the opportunity

1o save money by reducing their garbage with smaller carts and details on the limited types of household
materials that go in the garbage. Under the new program, single-family garbage has been reduced by 17%
and organics recycling has increased by nearly 16%. This program complements the City’s recycling programs

—the Blue Cart/Blue Box program and the Green Cart program — as well as the drop off services available at
the Richmond Recycling Depot and the Large Item Pick Up program. Together, these services make it easy for
residents to recycle the majority of their household waste, and their progress is evident as Richmond residents
with curbside collection are now diverting 78% of their waste from the landfill.

Recognizing the importance of working together to achieve its goals, the City has also introduced a new
Recycling Champions program. Through this program, residents who are committed to recycling and
encouraging responsible waste management now work with the City to help raise awareness about the
importance of recycling, and provide tips on how to recycle correctly. As part of this grassroots outreach
program, the City provides the Recycling Champions with training, tips and resources. Any Richmond resident
who is interested in promoting recycling and helping other residents to increase their recycling can sign up
for the program. This new program is particularly effective in multi-family complexes where residents share a
centralized recycling area and may not be as well informed about how to use the recycling programs or why
they need to keep recyclable materials out of the garbage.

While residential services are key to achieving waste diversion targets, the City has also made progress
towards increased recycling of materials from the demolition of single-family homes. Demalition, land-
clearing and construction (DLC) waste accounts for 30% of total waste disposed in the region, and

about 70,000 tonnes of that waste originates in Richmond. To support responsible recycling and waste
management in this area, the City has introduced a new Demolition Waste and Recyclable Materials Bylaw
No. 9516, which requires mandatory recycling of these demolition materials. Under this bylaw, the owner or
agent involved in the demolition must submit an application for a demolition permit, along with a properly
completed waste disposal and recycling services plan that outlines how the waste and recyclable materials
will be handled. The bylaw requires that 70% of the demolition waste be recycled or reused. To help ensure
compliance with this bylaw, the owner or agent must keep records to support how the waste and recycling
was managed and submit a compliance report within 90 days of completing the project. The owner or agent
can apply for a fee refund that is calculated based on how well the bylaw requirements are met, which
provides added incentive to recycle the demolition materials.

Richmond has also been conducting pilot projects to test different service options in the community. One
pilot project involved the development of a bylaw to address concerns related to illegal dumping that occurs
around community donation bins. The problem had become worse as an increasing number of donation bins
were being placed around the community.
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City of

Report to Committee

3 f{“? n
. Richmond
To: Public Works and Transportation Committee Date: March 29, 2017
From: John Irving, P.Eng. MPA File:  10-6060-05-01/2017-
Director, Engineering Vol 01
Re: Post Winter Roads and Paving Program Update

Staff Recommendation

1. That $202,300 be allocated from the MRN Provision for MRN road rehabilitation and
included as an amendment to the 5 Year Consolidated Financial Plan (2017-2021).

2. That $832,500 be allocated from the Gas Tax Provision for Non MRN road rehabilitation
and included as an amendment to the 5 Year Consolidated Financial Plan (2017-2021).

Director, Engineering A
(604-276-4140)
Att. 1
REPORT CONCURRENCE »
ROUTED To: CONCURRENCE | CONCURRENCE OF GENERAL MANAGER
Finance Department (?E[,__':::?

REVIEWED BY STAFF REPORT/ INTIALS: | APPROVED BXCAO
AGENDA REVIEW SUBCOMMITTEE
Y NG
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Staff Report
Origin

The winter of 2016/2017 was the worst the City of Richmond has experienced in recent memory.
Low temperatures and high snowfalls led to an extensive snow removal program and has
accelerated deterioration of the City’s Roadways. This report identifies a number of roadways
where repairs are required due to the unusually harsh winter and requests Council approval for
funding to perform those repairs.

This report supports Council’s 2014-2018 Term Goal #3 A Well-Planned Community:

Adhere to effective planning and growth management practices to maintain and enhance
the livability, sustainability and desirability of our City and its neighbourhoods, and to
ensure the results match the intentions of our policies and bylaws.

3.3.  Effective transportation and mobility networks.
This report supports Council’s 2014-2018 Term Goal #6 Quality Infrastructure Networks:

Continue diligence towards the development of infrastructure networks that are safe,
sustainable, and address the challenges associated with aging systems, population growth,
and environmental impact.

6.1. Safe and sustainable infrastructure.
Findings of Fact
The winter of 2016/2017 was one of the worst in recent history. Table 1 identifies average winter
metrics and compares them to statistics compiled for 2016/2017 at the weather station at

Richmond Nature Park.

Table 1 — Winter Weather Statistics December Through March

Average (1981 -2010) | 2016/2017 Difference
Snowfall 34.6 cm 554 cm 160% of average
Days With Snowfall | 7.1 days 17 days 239% of average
Rain 541 mm 382.4 mm 71% of average
Days with Rainfall 73.7 days 55 days 75% of average
Days Below 0 48.1 64 133% of average
Degrees Celcius
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A key issue was the amount of time that snow remained on the ground. In a typical Richmond
winter, snow is typically washed away by rainfall within a few days of snowfall. The 2016/2017
winter was exceptional with snow remaining on the ground for long periods of time during the
winter season.

Analysis

The extreme winter weather experienced in 2016/2017 accelerated deterioration of the City’s road
network. Beyond work identified in the 2017 Capital Plan, Public Works has identified
$1,034,800 in roadway remediation projects that require attention in 2017, as itemized in
Attachment 1. Roadway rehabilitation is required for these roadways this year to prevent further
deterioration that will lead to costly road replacement. Staff recommends that this work be
completed prior to the fall of 2017.

The City of Richmond entered the Community Works Fund Agreement with the Union of British
Columbia Municipalities through which the City receives annual Gas Tax Funds. These funds can
be allocated to projects that fall into one of the following categories: public transit, local roads
and bridges, community energy systems, water and wastewater, solid waste management, disaster
mitigation, culture and tourism infrastructure, and sport and recreation infrastructure. This project
is applicable under the local roads and bridges category.

Financial Impact

Major Road Network (MRN)

$202,300 of the proposed roadway remediation work is on MRN roadways. Staff recommend
funding this work from the MRN Provision and including this as an amendment to the City’s 5
Year Consolidated Financial Plan (2017-2021). The MRN provision has an unencumbered
balance of $5.3M.

Non Major Road Network (Non-MRN)

$832,500 of the proposed roadway remediation work is on Non-MRN roadways. Staff
recommend funding this work from the Gas Tax Provision and including this as an amendment to
the 5 Year Consolidated Financial Plan (2017-2021). The Gas Tax Provision has an
unencumbered balance of $1.2M.
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Conclusion

The winter of 2016/2017 was one of the worst in recent memory and has accelerated deterioration
of the City’s road network. Public Works has identified $1,034,800 in roadway remediation
projects over and above the 2017 Capital Program that are required to prevent further roadway
deterioration which will lead to costly road replacement.

LI Ly 2 van
Manager, Engineering Planning Manager, Public Works, Health and
(604-276-4075) Safety Programs

(604-244-1209)
LB:1b

Att. 1: Table of Roads Requiring Rehabilitation Due to 2016/2017 Winter Weather
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Attachment 1 — Roads Requiring Rehabilitation Due to 2016/2017 Winter Weather

Rehabilitation

|MRN/

Area

Road Road Section Treatment hon-MRN | (sq. m) Cost
Blundell Rd No. 5 Rd to Shell Road Trail | Grind and Overlay [Non-MRN [ 5,805 $145,100
Steveston Palmberg to Entertainment | . 4 14 Overlay Non-MRN | 7,740 | $193,500
Hwy Way
Minoru Rd Lansdowne to Ackroyd Grind and Overlay [Non-MRN | 4,200 $105,000
Westminster | Garden City to 100 m past .
Hwy Alderbridge Grind and Overlay MRN 8,092 | $202,300
No. 3 Rd Westminster to Ackroyd Grind and Overlay Non-MRN | 3,720 $93,000
Granville Ave | Gilbert to Minoru Grind and Overlay [Non-MRN | 11,475 | $286,900
g\f;tmmmr W/PL of temple to Nelson | Crack Seal Non-MRN [ N/A | $3,000
gve\;tmmster Nelson to Railroad Overpass | Crack Seal Non-MRN | N/A $3,000
Saba Rd Buswell to No. 3 Rd Crack Seal INon-MRN | N/A $3,000
Total:| $1,034,800

CNCL - 231




CNCL - 232



April 5,2017 -2- RZ 16-726337

Staff Report
Origin
Anthem Properties Group Ltd. has applied to the City of Richmond for permission to rezone
10475, 10491, 10511, 10531, 10551, 10571, 10591 and 10631 No. 5 Road (Attachment A) from

“Single Detached (RS1/E)” zone to “Medium Density Townhouses (RTM3)” zone in order to
permit the development of 47 townhouse units.

A Report to Committee (Attachment B) was taken to Planning Committee on March 21, 2017
and then to Council on March 27, 2017. In response to the referral motion carried at the Council
meeting, the applicant has revised the proposal to include two secondary suites in the proposed
townhouse development. A revised preliminary site plan is contained in Attachment C and a
preliminary floor plan of the secondary suites is contained in Attachment D.

Background
The following referral motion was carried at the March 27, 2017 Council meeting:

“That Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500, Amendment Bylaw 9687, for the rezoning of
10475, 10491, 10511, 10531, 10551, 10571, 10591 and 10631 No. 5 Road from
“Single Detached (RS1/E)” zone to “Medium Density Townhouses (RTM3)”

zone, be referred to staff to investigate the possibility of including secondary
suites.”

This supplemental report is being brought forward now to provide a summary of revisions made
to the development proposal and the amendments to the Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500 required
to facilitate the inclusion of secondary suites in townhouse developments.

Findings of Fact

Please refer to the attached updated Development Application Data Sheet (Attachment E) for a
comparison of the proposed development data with the relevant bylaw requirements. Please
refer to the original Staff Report dated March 10, 2017 (Attachment B) for information
pertaining to related City’s policies and studies, pre-Planning Committee public input and
responses, as well as staff comments on built form and architectural character, transportation and
site access, tree retention and replacement, variance requested, amenity space, and site servicing
and frontage improvements.

Revised Development Proposal

In response to the referral motion carried at the March 27, 2017 Council meeting, the applicant
has revised the development proposal to include two ground level secondary suites. These
secondary units will be contained in two of the larger units (unit type B4) proposed on site,
located near the main entry driveway (see Attachment C). The total floor area of each of these
B4 units is approximately 159 m* (1,711.5 ft*) and the size of each secondary suite is
approximately 31 m? (336.7 ft*). Each secondary suite contains a living/dining area, a

5362581
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kitchenette, a bedroom and a bathroom (see Attachment D). A surface parking stall will be
assigned to each of the secondary units.

To ensure that the secondary suites are built, registration of a legal agreement on Title, stating
that no final Building Permit inspection will be granted until the secondary suites are constructed
to the satisfaction of the City in accordance with the BC Building Code and the City’s Zoning
Bylaw, is required prior to final adoption of the rezoning bylaw.

To ensure that the parking stalls assigned to the secondary suites are for the sole use of the each
of the secondary suites, registration of a legal agreement on Title, or other measures, as
determined to the satisfaction of the Director of Development, is required prior to final adoption
of the rezoning bylaw.

Zoning Text Amendment

In response to the referral motion carried at the March 27, 2017 Council meeting, text
amendments to the Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500 are required to permit secondary suites in
townhouse developments. Staff propose to:

1. Update the definition of “secondary suites” to identify that a secondary suite can also be
contained within a townhouse unit;

2. Update the Specific Use Regulations for Secondary Suites (Section 5.4) to accommodate
secondary suites in townhouse developments; same as the secondary suites in single-
family homes, a secondary suite in a townhouse development:

- Must be completely enclosed within a townhouse unit;
- Must not exceed 40% of the total floor area of the townhouse unit;

- Must have an additional parking stall (over and beyond the number of parking
stalls required for the townhouse unit) for its exclusive use, if located on a lot
fronting an arterial road; and

- Must be the only secondary suite contained within the same townhouse unit.

3. amend the standard townhouse zones, including the “Low Density Townhouses (RTLI,
RTL2, RTL3, RTL4)”, “Medium Density Townhouses (RTM1, RTM2, RTM3)”, “High
Density Townhouses (RTH1, RTH2, RTH3, RTH4)” and “Parking Structure Townhouses
(RTP1, RTP2, RTP3, RTP4)” zones, to add “secondary suite” as a secondary use in
townhouse developments.

The proposed zoning text amendment would allow future townhouse development proposals in
standard townhouse zones to include secondary suites in townhouse units. There is no limit on
the number of secondary suites permitted on each development site and there is no minimum size
requirement for the secondary suites. Staff will work with the developer to ensure the number
and sizes of secondary suites proposed are appropriate.

Financial Impact or Economic Impact

The rezoning application results in an insignificant Operational Budget Impact (OBI) for off-site
City infrastructure (such as roadworks, waterworks, storm sewers, sanitary sewers, street lights,
street trees and traffic signals).

5362581
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Staff Report
Origin _ _ _
Anthem Properties Group Ltd. has applied to the City of Richmond for permission to rezone
10475, 10491, 10511; 10531, 10551, 10571, 10591 and 10631 No. 5 Road (Attachment 1) from

“Single Detached (RS1/E)” zone to “Med1um Density Townhouses (RTM3)” zone in order to
permit the development of 47 townhouse units.

Project Description

- . The eight properties under this application have a total combined frontage of 174 m, and are
proposed to be consolidated into one development parcel. The proposed density is 0.7 FAR.
The'site layout includes 19 two-storey units and 28 three-storey units in 15 townhouse clusters.
Vehicle access is provided by a single driveway access to No. 5 Road and four separate
pedestrian accesses will be provided. The required outdoor amenity area is situated at the
southeast corner of the site.

A preliminary site plan, building elevations, and landscape plan are contained in Attachment 2.
Findings of Fact

A Development Application Data Sheet providing details about the development proposal is
'attaehed (Attachment 3).

Surrounding Development

To the North: Single-family homes zoned “Single Detached (RS 1/E)” which are identified for
townhouse development under the Arterial Road Land Use Policy.

To the South: A 21-unit townhouse complex on a lot zoned “Low Density Townhouses
(RTL4)”.

To the East:  Across No. 5 Road, a City-owned property located in the Agriculture Land
' Reserve (ALR) and zoned “Assembly (ASY)” and “Agriculture and Botanical
Show Garden (ZA3) — Fantasy Gardens” for future day care centre and'park uses.

- To the West:  Across a lane, single-family homes on large lots zoned “Single Detached
(RS1/E)”, fronting on to Seamount Road.
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Related Policies & Studies
Official Community Plan

The 2041 Official Community Plan (OCP) Land Use Map desigﬁation for the subject site is
“Neighbourhood Residential”. This redevelopment proposal is consistent with this designation.

Arterial Road Policy

The Arterial Road Land Use Policy in the City’s 2041 OCP (Bylaw 9000), directs appropriate.
townhouse development onto certain arterial roads outside the City Centre. The subject site is
identified for “Arterial Road Townhouse” on the Arterial Road Housing Development Map and
the proposal is in compliance with the Townhouse Development Requirements under the Arterial
Road Policy except for the minimum 50 m width for residual site requirement. The proposal will
leave a residual site to the north with a frontage of approximately 26.8 m at 10451 and 10471

No. 5 Road. ‘

The applicant has been advised of the Townhouse Development Requirements and has been
requested to acquire the two adjacent properties to the north. The applicant advised staff in
writing that they have made attempts to acquire adjacent properties, but cannot reach an
agreement with the owners.

To verify the viable future redevelopment of the residual site to the north, the applicant has
provided a development concept plan for the site (on file). Also, registration of a statutory right-
of-way (SRW) over the internal driveway on the development site will be required prior to final
adoption of the rezoning bylaw in order to facilitate access to future development to the north:

Agricultural Land Reserve (ALR) Buffer Zone

A landscape buffer is required along the No. 5 Road frontage of this site. The buffer is intended
to mitigate land use conflicts between the residential uses on the subject site and any agricultural
land uses on the east side of No. 5 Road. The applicant is proposing a 4.0 m wide ALR buffer on
site along the entire east property line. The proposal, including planting details, will be referred
to the Agricultural Advisory Committee (AAC) for their review and comments. Staff will work
with the applicant to amend the proposed planting plan based on AAC’s comments, if any,
through the Development Permit stage.

In addition to the landscaping requirements of the buffer, a restrictive covenant will be registered
‘on Title, indicating that the landscaping within the ALR buffer cannot be removed or modified
‘without the City’s approval. The covenant would also identify that the landscape planting is
intended to be a buffer to mitigate the impacts of noise, dust and odour generated from typical
farm activities. ' :

Floodplain Management Implementation Strategy o

The proposed redevelopment must meet the requirements of the Richmond Flood Plain
Designation and Protection Bylaw 8204. Registration of a flood indemnity covenant on Title is
required prior to final adoption of the rezoning bylaw.
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Public Art

In response to the City’s Public Art Program (Policy 8703), the applicant will provide a
voluntary contribution at a rate of $0.81 per buildable square foot (2016 rate) to the City’s Public
Art Reserve fund; for a total contribution in the amount of $59,369.35.

Public Consultation

A rezoning sign has been iristalled on the subject property. Staff have not received any written
comments from the public about the rezoning apphcatlon in response to the placement of the
rezoning sign on the property. '

The applicant conducted a public Open House for the rezoning application on June 22, 2016.
.The Open House was held at Daniel Woodward Elementary School, which is located within |
walking distance of the development site. An Open House flyer was delivered by the applicant
to approximately 100 households (see Attachment 4 for the Notification Area). Staff attended

‘the Open House to observe the meeting and answer policy or process-related questions. 23
people attended the event, and 10 of them were from six households located within the
notification area. Comment sheets were provided to all the attendees and five completed
comment sheets were received (Attachment 5) at the end of the meeting. A copy of the Open
House Summary prepared by the applicant is included in Attachment 6.

Major concerns from the neighbourhood on the proposed townhouse development are
summarized below; with responses to each of the concerns identiﬁed in beld italics.

1. Fence height along the west property line should be ra'sed to 1. 5 m (5 ft.) to avoid
trespassing. .

A line of 1.2 m (4 ft.) tall wood fence is proposed on top of a new re_taining wall
(ranging from 0.7 m to 0.9 m high) along the west property line. The overall height of
this solid screen along the rear lane would be approximately 1.9 m (6.2 ft.)to 2.1 m -

(6.9 f1.).
2. Removal of 90% of the trees on site and removal of large trees on site should be avoided.

The applicant is proposing to retain seven of the nine bylaw-sized trées on site that are
in good condition. This includes five Douglas Fir trees located at the southern edge of
the site, which are in excellent condition. The retention of this grove of five Douglas
Fir trees precludes any construction on the southeast portion of the site. The applicant
has revised the site plan to locate the outdoor amenity area from a more centralize
location to the southeast corner of the site and reduced the number of units proposed. -

The applicant is proposing to remove two bylaw-sized trees on site that are in good
condition due to their conflicts with site grading. The applicant is proposing fo remove
another 49 bylaw-sized trees due to their poor condition. While 88% of the bylaw-sized
on site are proposed to be removed, 78%of healthy trees on site are being retained.
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3. Rear Yard Setback from the City lane should be increased from the proposed 4.5 m to
6.0 m. '

The Arterial Road Guidelines for Townhouses in the OCP suggests that townhouse
clusters be set back 6.0 m from the rear property line along the rear yard interface with
single-family housing. There is a 6.0 m wide lane located between the adjacent single-
Jfamily homes and the subject townhouse site; with the proposed 4.5 m rear yard
setback, the proposed two-stovey townhouse units will be located at least 10.5 m from
the rear property line of the adjacent single-family lots to the east. Staff feel that this
distance would pose minimal impact to the neighbouring residents. The approximately
0.5 m road dedication required along No. 5 Road also limits the opportunity to provide
a larger rear yard setback. Appropriate landscaping along the rear yards of the
proposed development should address any further adjacency concerns. Staff will work
with the developer to ensure natural screemng will be included in the proposal at the
Development Permit stage. :

Should the Planning Committee endorse this application and Council grant first reading to the
rezoning bylaw, the bylaw will be forwarded to a Public Hearing; where any area resident or
interested party will have an opportunity to comment. '

Public notification for the Public Hearing will be provided as per the Local Government Act.
Analysis
Built Form and Architectural Chavrac'ter

The applicant proposes to consolidate the eight propernes into one development parcel with a
total area of 9,727.3 m?, and construct 47 townhouse units. The proposal consists of a mix of
two-storey and three- storey townhouse units, all with side-by-side double car garages. The
three-storey units have been arranged in clusters of four units, with the ends of the blocks facing
No. 5 Road. The two-storey units are arranged as duplexes and triplexes along the western edge
of the site to serve as a transition to the single-family neighbourhood across from the back lane.
The outdoor amenity area will be situated at the southeast corner of the site, surrounding the five
protected Douglas Fir trees on site.

A Development Permit processed to a satisfactory level is a requirement of zoning approval.
Through the Development Permit, the following issues are to be further examined:

e Compliance with Development Permit Guidelines for multiple- famﬂy prOJects in the
. 2041 Official Community Plan.

.o Refinement of the proposed building form to achieve sufficient variety in design and
setbacks to create a desirable and interesting streetscape along No. 5 Road and along the
internal drive aisles; to reduce visual massing of the three-storey units along, and to
address potential adjacency issues.

s Refinement of the proposed site grading to ensure survival of all proposed protected trees
and appropriate transition between the proposed development to the pubhc sidewalk on
No. 5 Road, and to the adjacent existing developments.
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e Review of size and species of replacement trees to ensure bylaw compliance and to
achieve an acceptable mix of conifer and deciduous trees on site.

e Refinement of ALR buffer design in response to Agricultural Advisory Committee’s
comments,

e Refinement of landscape design, including screening of headlight glare onto No. 5 Road.

s Refinement of the outdoor amenity area design, including the choice of play equipment,
to create a safe and vibrant environment for children’s play and social interaction.

o Opportunities to maximize planting areas along internal drive aisles, to maximize
permeable surface areas, and to better articulate hard surface treatments on site.

» Review of aging-in-place features in all units and the provision of convertible units.

e Review of a sustainability strategy for the development proposal including measures to
achieve an EnerGulde Rating System (ERS) score of 82.

Additional issues may be identified as part of the Development Permit application review
process.

Transportation and Site Access

One vehicular access from No. 5 Road is permitted on this proposed development; limited to a
right-in/right-out traffic movement. No access via the back lane is proposed due to the potential
intrusion of traffic into the existing single family neighbourhood. This vehicular access will be
utilized by adjacent properties to the north if they apply to redevelop; and be utilized by the
adjacent property to the south when required. A Public Right-of-Passage (PROP) Statutory
Right-of-Way (SRW) over the entire area of the proposed entry driveway from No. 5 Road and-
the internal north-south manoeuvring aisle will be secured as a condition of rezoning. -

~ Prior to final adoption of the rezoning bylaw, the developer is also required to dedicate
approximately 0.5 m across the entire No. 5 Road frontage for road, and to accommodate
frontage improvements, including, but not limited to: a new 1.5 m wide treed/grassed boulevard
and a new 1.5 m wide concrete sidewalk. Exact width is to be confirmed with survey
information to be submitted by the applicant before final adoption of the rezoning bylaw.

In addition, the developer is required to revise the orientation of the existing crosswalk on the
north leg of the intersection at No. 5 Road and the access road to the Gardens development so
that the crosswalk would be perpendicular to the travelled portion of the roadway. This will
include, but not be limited to, the relocation of the existing traffic signal equipment, relocat1on of
existing traffic 51gnal loops, and others as necessary.

British Columbia Ministry of Transportation and Infrastructure (MOTI) Referral

The subject site is located within 800 m of a controlled access highway (i.e., Highway 99), and
the rezoning application was referred to the BC Ministry of Transportation and

Infrastructure (MOTI). Preliminary approval of the subject rezoning was granted on

August 30, 2016 for a period of one year pursuant to Section 52(3)(a) of the Transportation Act.
Prior to final adoption of the rezoning bylaw, final approval from MOTI is required.
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Tree Retention and Replacement

The applicant has submitted a Certified Arborist’s Réport; which assesses the structure and
condition of on-site tree species, and provides recommendations on tree retention and removal.

- There is no tree on the neighbouring properties within 2 m of the property line of the subject site-

and no street trees on City property in front of the site.

The Report assesses 58 bylaw-sized trees on the subject site. The City’s Tree Preservation
Coordinator has reviewed the Arborist’s Report and accepted the proposed tree retention scheme
(Attachment 7):

Five Douglas Fir trees located (in a small grove) at the southern edge of the development site
are all in excellent condition and will be retained and protected a minimum 5.0 m out from
the bases of the trees.

One 75cm caliper Sitka ‘Spruce tree is in good condition and will be retained and protected a
minimum 4.5 m out from the base of the tree.

One 86 cm caliper Red Cedar tree located along the No. 5 Road street frontage is in very
good condition and will be retained and protected a minimum 5.0 m out from the base of the

tree.

One 35 cm caliper Japanese Maple tree located along the No. 5 Road street frontage is in
very good condition, but the retention of this Japanese Maple tree would further restrict the -
developable area of this site. Considering that the applicant has made efforts to retain a
grove of five Douglas Fir trees at the southern edge of the site by removing three proposed
units, staff agreed to the removal of this Japanese Maple tree.

One 51 cm caliper Variegated Tulip tree is in excellent condition; however, it is located in
the middle of the north-south drive aisle. Staff have agreed to the removal of this tree with

“the understanding that two new Variegated Tulip trees (at'a minimum size of 8 cm caliper)
will be planted along the No. 5 Road street frontage to compensate for the loss of this tree.

49 trees on site will be removed due to poor structural condition; 98 replacements trees are
required. According to the Prehmmary Landscape Plan (Attachment 2), the developer is
proposing to plant 111 new trees on site. The size and species of replacement trees will be
reviewed in detail through the Development Permit and overall landscape design.

~ Prior to final adoption of the rezoning byléw submission to the City of a contract with a

Certified Arborist for the supervision of all works conducted within or in close proximity to
tree protection zones is required. :

- Prior to Development Permit Issuance, submission to the City of a Tree Survival Security as.

part of the Landscape Letter of Credit. No Landscape Letter of Credit will be returned until

the post-construction assessment report, prepared by the Arborist, confirming the protected

trees survived the construction, is reviewed by staff.
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Variance Requested

The proposed development is generally in compliance with the “Medium Density Townhouses
(RTM3)” zone; with one proposed variance to reduce the front yard setback from 6.0 m to 4.5 m
for proposed buildings # 9 to #13, and from 6.0 m to 5.5 m for buildings # 14 and 15. Staff
support the requested variance recognizing that an approximately 0.5 m wide road dedication is
required along the entire No. 5 Road frontage, no unit could be built on the southeast portion of
the site due to the retention of a grove of five large Douglas Fir trees, and a large outdoor
amenity will be provided. This variance will be reviewed in the context of the overall detailed
design of the project; including architectural form, site design and landscaping at the
Development Permit stage. '

Affordable Housing Strategy

The applicant proposes to make a cash contribution to the affordable housing reserve fund in
accordance to the City’s Affordable Housing Strategy. - As the proposal is for townhouses, the
applicant will make a cash contribution of $4.00 per buildable square foot as per the Strategy; for
a contribution of $293,181.97. ~ '

Townhouse Energy Efficiency and Renewable Energy

The applicant has committed to achieving an EnerGuide Rating System (ERS) score of 82 and
all units will be pre-ducted for solar hot water for the proposed development. A Restrictive
Covenant to ensure that all units are built and maintained to this commitment is required prior to
rezoning bylaw adoption. As part of the Development Permit Application review process, the
developer will be required to retain a certified energy advisor (CEA) to complete an Evaluation
Report to confirm details of construction requirements needed to achieve the rating.

Amenity Space

The applicant is proposing a cash contribution in-lieu of providing the required indoor amenity
space on site. Council’s Policy 5041 (Cash in Lieu of Indoor Amenity Space) requires that'a
cash contribution of $1,000 per unit up to 19 units, plus $2,000 per. unit over 19 units, plus
$3,000 per unit over 39 units be provided in lieu of indoor amenity space. The total cash
contribution required for this 47 unit townhouse development is $83,000.00.

- Outdoor amenity space will be provided on site. Based on the preliminary design, the size of the

proposed outdoor amenity space complies with the Official Community. Plan (OCP)
tequirements of 6 m2 per unit. Staff will work with the applicant at the Development Permit
stage to ensure the configuration and design of the outdoor amenity space meets the
Development Permit Guidelines in the OCP. :
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S8 City of
10 & "’J\L . y | Development Application Data Sheet
SN R!ChmOﬂd : Development Apphcatlons Department

Address: 10475, 10491, 10511, 10531, 10551, 10571, 10591 and 10631 No. 5 Road

Applicant: _Anthem Properties Group Ltd.

Planning Area(s). _Shelimont

Owner: Anthem 5 Road Developments Ltd. “No Change -

Site Size (m°): 9,814.51 m? 9,727.36 m* (after road dedication)
Land Usesf Single—Fami]y Residential = Multiple-Family Residential

OCP Designation: Low-Density Residential ‘ No Change

Area Plan Designation: | N/A | ‘| No Change

702 Pelicy Designation: | Single-Family Lot Size Policy 5434 No Change

Zoniﬁg: Single Detached (RS1/E) ‘ Low Density Townhouses (RTM3)
Number of Units: 8 , 47
Other Designations: | N/A No Change

Floor Area Ratio: - _ Max. 0.70 0.70 Max. none permitted
Lot Coverage — Building: Max. 40% 40% Max. ' none
Lot Cove'ra‘ge ~ Non-porous ‘Max. 65% ' 65% Max. none
Surfaces: . ‘
Lot Coverage — L.andscaping: ' © Min.25% 25% Min. none
' N\ , 4.5 m to Bldgs #9-13 variance
Setback - Front Yard (m): Min. 6.0 m 5.5 m to Bldgs #14-15 required
Setback — North Side Yard (m): Min. 3.0 m ' 3.0mMin. ' none
Setback — South Side Yard (m): Min. 3.0 m ‘ 3.0 m Min. norie
Setback — Rear Yard (m): Min. 3.0 m 45m - none
' " e 12.0 m (3 storeys) " |
Max. along No. 5
Height (m): Max. 12.0 m (3 storeys) Road none
) T o 7.5.m (2 storeys) :
Max. along west
property line
Lot Width: Min. 50.0 m . 174.32m ~ none

CNCL - 257



March 10,2017

| . On Futuré. I

RZ 16-726337

Lot Depth: 56.34 m none
Site Area: Min. 1,800 m? 9,727.36 m? none
Off-street Parking Spaces — . 2 (R) and 0.21 (V) per
Regular (R) / Visitor (V): 2 (R) and 0.2 (V) per unit unit none
?i':feet Parking Spaces - 94 (R) and 10 (V) 94 (R) and 10 (V) none
' Max. 50% of proposed '
. . residential spaces in
Tandem Parking Spaces: enclosed garages 0 none
(94 x Max. 50% = 47)
Max. 50% when 31 or more
Small Car Parking Spaces spaces are provided on site 47 none
(104 x Max. 50% = 52)
" Min. 2% when 11 or more o
Handicap Parking Spaces: spaces are required 3 spaces Min. none .
(104 x 2% = 3 spaces) :
Bicycle Parking Spaces — Class 1.25 (Class 1) and 1.4 (Class 1) and 0.21 none
1/Class 2: 0.2 (Class 2) per unit (Class 2) per unit
Off-street Parking Spaces - 59 (Class 1) and 10 (Class 66 (Class 1) and none
Total: . 2) ) 10 (Class 2) R
Amenity Space — Indoor: Min. 70 m? or Cash-in-lieu Cash-in-lieu . none .
— -
Amenity Space — Qutdoor: Min. 6:28;( ;72 units 495.7 m* none

Other: Tree replacement compensation required for removal of bylaw-sized trees.

5228881

'CNCL - 258




CNCL - 259



ATTACHMENT 5

BY'PUOWYONDSa[8 leN-T 1217942 0g:auoydaje] © oaUMPT el ‘PUOLILORY JO A

woo'sailadolwayuy@snopiseyu rej-3 0¥0£-689 Y09 ;euoydale | siinopise YoIN — 477 sluswdojers( peoy § Wwayuy juesiddy
‘SLOVINOD

‘A0 8y} 0} umE@E& aq |im SjUBLIWOD |y “tedojeraq ay) 0} 10
puowyaRy 4o At 8y} Jayye o} sjustiwod InoA jlews Jo jiew Aew nok ‘AjaAneulally "UOHBISpISU0d J0J PUOLIYILY JO A}ID 8} 0} PaIsIap 8 Jiim SJUSWLO)

ssebedc) nabh S ol ppAM
. et g (oL _
N\W\S\V\ § "SjUBWILLOD jeuolippe Aue apiaold ases|d ‘g

74 O] 194 ) —

For piaz, 7 o 0¥ PR
A2 AP - Y Q¥
mfs}\?ﬁﬁg@.w\ ad i\wm.ﬁm\\u et Doy é el / h\\\w@\o\« Qw : ¢109loid pasodoud auy
\,.\Q\OMQ\ .\\.»\\W ~ \\M%M.Uﬁ < ayg NQ.\\S\\,R\Q \\(\Q 1dLf wﬁ:\\\w\ \v@@@m 90UBYUS Jo an0idw 0} 15966ns NoA pnom ey *y
. ’ MO PMAQ: L
&&\\UQ&W\ wV\\\S\\ \Q éb:\\\g\ém . ~ ﬁ / :% : ¢1oefod
. . VU ‘hnm.Um @«M N pasodoud ay} Jnoge suiaou0d Aue arey noA ,om_ e
; ARE](oHe!
mww:.u%\ f PV .\UVNX + vV 2L pesodoud ay} Jnoge Jsow ay)j noA ou%m;>> z
oo gMony 4V g |
hal v/ ~owrt Pt (17 o S IA N N
: JALE!
\ \\ \ \ D.ﬁ S N 108{0.d pasodoid sy} poddns noA og |

JAL S \N,*.@\\\M&Q@ = Jen-3 X7 o8Q< sLE ni9 ‘olioydaja] X[ :13BjUC) JO poyje| paltsjald

ON [ wm?X ‘sjuauiLo9 asay) bupsebai aw jaeju0o Aew Ay 1o sadojanag ayy

PA Ao QY [LOT :ssalppy

*$S8IppE INoA Ajuo ‘Wwio} sy} uo sweu Jnof apnjoul jou op asea|d ‘paiuap

8 0] YSIm Jou 0p NoA Jj *sjqejieae Ajreaignd aq | pue jesodoud Justudojaaap Sy Uo-iouno? A0 o) Hodal yels ay) jo ped awoosq jim WO S|y | :9JoN asesid
, Uolssag uoneuriojuj ucmEQQ_w>wQ

Jusdojons( slioyumo | pasodoid - peoy G "ON LE9OL - G/P0L

CNCL - 260



B0’ pUOWYII D88 (feN-3 V21479.2 09:euoydele]

887 UMP3 Jauueld ‘puowydlY Jo AND

. Worseiadoidwayluy@sinopisexu Jiey-3 070£-689 708 :euoydoja siinopisey| 4N — 47 sjuswdojana( peoy § Wayuy jueoyddy

‘S1OVINGO

*AND 8L} 0} pap.IBMIO) aq [IM SJUBSWIWOD Jjy "JadojeAsq 8y 01 Jo
puOLLYORY Jo AID 8U} Jayye o} SHUBWLLOD INOA IBWS 10 lew Aew noA ‘AjoAlleUIs)|Y "UOHEISPISUOD JOj PUOWYRY Jo A0 w£ 0) palanlep &q [IM SIUsWWos)

Jn @3@5 I 5
vpostddy g_i#ﬁmox gt &a

"SJUBWIWIOD [eUOlIPPE AU apiAoid BsBald °G

m«. r_ﬁ% | , 30;\&4 Si, «Bﬁmﬁg

-¢108foud pasodoid auy
aouelus 1o aroiduly o} 1sab6ns noA pinom Jeups v

Aﬁ&@g My @o@ﬁ. b&,\wfw e%Cﬁn mf\ﬂ@w&ﬁ“ megam# 3 d@fﬁi

A,Q "o wdo W.DN\. DDA MDY daloid

M_.:&Wd OQ |n_w ﬁiw ,Q Q.A., O _ﬂ pasodoid ay} Jnode suiaouod Aue aaey nok oq 'g
V&jeJJQ\mﬂs Qs%ﬁw%w SQ An.w&r_ YR quﬁE\n@Né ﬁ;&ﬂ@i méﬁm

j L& 9 U AT i o0 ._Wwid d <% ¢yosfoud

m:%ﬁ 0 g ﬁagﬁ g4 .mu@t+ Sbaw) B mToa Tl

pasodoid sy} noqe 1sow ayij noA op 1Ry 'z

A}

: m@&

£oaloud pasodeid.ay; poddns nok og °|

Vo Oa....@ A —» (VWM \Emhﬁg‘@n/ @ en-3 _M.\

‘auoydeld] [ :19ejuU09 JO POYjely PaLIajaid

ON [1 SeAjX :sjuswiwod asay) BuipseBal awl joejuod Aew Ay Jo sadojenaq ayy

T AN

CTH UIZ o7 Aol ssalppy

ANV EINW SRy ewen

JNIL 31vd

*SSAUPPE NoA AJUO ‘Wo} 8y} Uo sleu InoA spnjou) Jou op ases)d ‘payiuspl
8Q 0} YsIm Jou op noA || ‘sjgejieae b_mo__ea aq =_>> pue _mwoaoa Juswdojensp SiL uo frounod A0 o} Hodal yejs auy Jo Hed awodaq |jim W0y S| :8JON 35ed|d

U0ISSag uoljeluloju] juswdojanag

EmEQo\m\aQ BLIoYUMO| pasodold - peoY G 'ON EQS G/P01L

CNCL - 261



BO'PUOWIYDID eS8 JleN-3 1249/ p0g:euoydajeL ‘ 957 UIMPT :IaULBId ‘PUOWILRY JO KD
W02'seiadoIdWaYUYDSHNOPISEYU HeN-T  0F0E-689109 :euoydaja] sijnopisey %oIN — o7 siuewdojers pecy § wayuy Juedyddy
) ‘S1OVINQOD

*R)I7)'8U) O} PapJEMIO] 8q [jIM SJUBSWIWOI ||y “Jadojaraq auj 01 1o
ucoEco_m 10 WD 8uy Jay)ie 0} S)uSWIWOS IOk __mEm 10 Jtew Aew nof “AjeAjjews)jy “LOIJBIapISU0D Joj PUOLIYOLY J0 A)D) 8U) O} paIsAlap aq [im S)UBWLIOY

A awe wy St Liiﬁ&%@ SN 99 i\zw&ﬁ AL 9 0151 U fac
, " To@R| VALY AneO! S2Y THE B A
ANFMAGI DT S HWFT AN 04 O3 gLaTiany

L Ao\ o gy
S pr00leg I - G2SS900 v - "Sjuso? jeuolppe Aue apinold asesid °g

) Dd IN o way <
o W(.SD\W» N (.f.p\cuw LOMIGVEY SN : ¢1osloid pasodoid ay)
SR DMINW L] N0 Q,wVaJQ F2) g1 St ﬁg.ﬁ e soueyua Jo snosdul 0} 1s866ns nok pnom Jeym v

40 OGN, 2@ YWWRD w.dﬂa\ﬂ LTI
SRR FULLYU AMAARTW, AW SR 2 S IR Y iyoaloid

SPTUL .WZWWQJC@ Tl 20 o750 AD el Q7L | pesodod ey noge swaouos Aue eney nok og ‘g

3 WAL QL SSIIOVVY an TERVAL e SO At
A i (L L B AR P A w@MJI A ¢108loud
SN 20eB YL 2e SRR 7 o SHdaoy S0 Iy pasodold 8y} Jnoge Jsollt a4l NOA Op JeUm

SO A0 NGO NI0IY
@25.6@ Crellgniee 3L Szt >y o | RS 0N + ¢Josloud pesodoud ay) poddns nok oQ *}

AN PSOO9SV Y leN-g O vamunnnm‘ “C.L T 407 :euoydaia] X[ 1J9BJUOD Jo POUION PalIejald

ON O SOA Y ISjUSWIWIOI 3sa) Buipaebos aw Jor3U09 AW AY9 10 Jadojana(] ayl

/ e AW D, QA | issalppy
4 IRSURIW Y tolueN
FNIL :31va

: *$52Ippe JnoA AJuo ‘LLLIo} BY} Lo sweu Eo> apnjout jou op ases|d umEEmE
8q 0} Ysim Jou op hof J| "s|qejiese z_mo__p:a aq |im pue [esodoud JusludojaAsp si) Lo flounog A0 o) Jodal jels ay) Jo Led aUI0oaq [[im Lo S| 930N ese’]d

uojssag uonetJojuj JuswdodAs(
jusludofanaq swoyumo | pasodoid - Peoy G ON LE9OL - SLp0)L

CNCL - 262



BO"PUOWYIIND90)9 ley-3 1249/ y09:auoydaja

887 UMpPT :JaUUEld ‘Puowydly o KD

woa saladoldwatiuy@s)nopisesu :[lep-3 Ov0E-689 $09 :suoydaje ). syinopisey] %oIN ~ d sjuewdojers( peoy § Wayjuy Juedljddy

‘S1OVLNCD

‘R0 9Y) 01 PSpIeMIO) 8 [IM SUBWWOD ||y “1adojaasq ay) 0} 10

pUOWIYIRY §0 A§D BUY Jouhie O} SjuBLILIOD oA [l JO jlew Aew noA ‘AjsAeule)ly "UOHEIBPISUCS Joj PUOWYIRY JO AD 8U) 0] PSIBAIISp 8q [[IM SjUBWWOD

“S)UBLUILLIOD [euonippe Aue apiacid ssesid 'G

9 Kn

=y YOI F&Sédw s

LS o

£losfoid pasodoid ay)

e’ Y- J\\.v < @ 80UBYUS 10 ancidw] o 1saBBns nok pnom Jeup “p

+79 < )ryC\/\d\é 1>
~7 $ roS hva?\w,{\ﬁ\

ﬂ(‘\ﬁ\ﬁ dJ{\wW QJ pesodord sy} Inoge suisouod Aue saey noA om_ £

¢Joafoud

&osoud
pssodold ay) Jnoge Jsow a1} noA op Jeum 2

3,

£1oafoid pesodord ayy Yoddns nok o °|

-3 [

K4 mm\ﬁ%%: r%@._mco:am_m L1 :J9RJUOY JO poyjaly pauiajeld

ON [

mmCB

:SjusWIod asay) Buipiebal ol JoBjUO09 . Kew Ay 1o sadojeaa(] ayL

I

T\Q Fr o oE S o P O7 isseappy

JM\W\GM %& :aWeN

ANIL :41va

"sSalppe Jnok AjUo ‘Wio} 8y} UO sWeU 1NoA spnjoul jou op aseald ‘payiusp

‘8 0} Ysim Jou op oA J sjqejiere Ajjealiand eq fiim pue fesodold Juswidojaasp sl Lo [1unod Ao 0} podai Jyeys ey} jo Hed awoosy jjim W) St} -9J0N 3Ses|d

UuoIsSsSag uoljelliojuj E@Eo_o_m>¢n_
Jusiudojans(g swoyumo pasodoid - peoy G ‘oN 18901 - G/¥01

CNCL - 263



20" PUOWLIY D938 JlieiN-T
Woo'safuadoldWwayuy@synopISeNu (lejy-3

9977 UMPT :JaUUB| ‘PUOLIYDY JO AND
sinopisey| %N — 4 sjusidojprsa( peoy § Waiuy Jueayddy
‘S1OVINOD

LZ1¥9.2 v09-auoydsfel
0¥0€-689 709 ;suoydsja|

*AID) BY) 0} PapIRMIO) B JIM SILUBWILIOS ||y "JadojeAaq ay) 0} Jo

~ puouiyoRy Jo AND ay) Jayys 0) S)uBLILOD INOA |iews Jo |lew Aew noA ‘AjsAneuls)|y "LONBISPISUCS 10} PUOWYILY Jo AN aU) 0} PaISASp & |jiM SJUBWIWIO)

@@@@, A @Q,QQ

mt@l U mﬂ\m@

"SJUBWLIO [Buonippe AU apiroid esesld ‘g

>ibja- 233y ) OO

2

¢Josfoid pesodoid sy}
a9ueyus Jo aroidu 0} }sabbns nok pinom ey *p

Q 2 $109foud

pasodoud 8y} Jnoge sulaouod Aue aaey NoA o g

S’ \J é10afoud

: umwoaoa ay} Jnoge 1soul aylj noA op ch>> ‘Z

.%o.aa pasodoid ay) .to%sw noA og |

Jen-3 O . B :suoydaje] [ :JoBIUOY JO POYIB paliajaid
oN O SOA [ Sjualwed asay) Bupiebal aw joejuca Lew Ay o sedojanaq ayL
7 _ 1SSaUppyY
[l 2T USST) ZFVUKY  owen

o ENIL alva

*SSAIPPE NOA AUO 'WLI0) Y} LO Buieu JNoA apnjoul Jou o,v asesyd ‘paynusp!

aq 0} ysim Jou ou noA §] “ajgelieae Ajjeaiand aq fim pue jesodold Juswdoeasp SiU) UO |1Dunoy) A0 0 Hodal yje)s au) Jo Hed aliooaq fjim ULoy SIY | :dJ0N asea|d

uoissag uopewLioju| juswdojarag
Juswdojensg swoyumo | pasodoid - PEOY G ‘ON LE90) - GLPO)

CNCL - 264



~ ATTACHMENT 6

Anthem

PROPERTIES

July 6", 2016 - Suite 300 Bentall 5
550 Burrard Street
. . . . Vancouver BC
City of Richmond , ) Canada V6C 2B5
Planning Department t 604 889 3040

604 689 5642

Attn: Edwin Lee, Planner www.anthemproperties.com

6911 No. 3 Road
Richmond, BC V6Y 2C1

10475 - 10631 No. 5 Road, Richmond, B.C. - Anthem 5 Road Developments LP
Developer Information Session Report — Wednesday, Juné 22" 2016

As a local real estate d'evelopment company with projects located across the Lower Mainland,
Anthem Properties acknowledges and values the importance of engdging with the communities
they develop within. Anthem makes it a top priority to connect with all potential stakeholders
for every proposed project and diligently follows an extensive community outreach process
from the point of submitting a development permit application, all the way through to the
completion of a project. The company is committed to being consistent, accessible and
receptive to all neighbours and project stakeholders.

Despite not being required to host a Developer Information Session for the public by the City of
Richmond, Anthem opted to do so in order to give community stakeholders an opportunity to
review and provide feedback on their initial plans for their No. 5 Road property. After identifying'
key stakeholder parties and potential sensitivities within the community, Anthem scheduled a
Developer Information Session for the project on Wednesday, June 22™ 2016, between the
hours of 5:30 pm — 8:00 pm. The event details were confirmed in advance with City of Richmond
Planner, Edwin Lee. After being unable to book a meeting venue in the nearby Richmond
Christian School campuses and church on No. 5 Road, Anthem decided to host the event in the
gymnasium of Daniel Woodward Elementary School (owned by the Richmond School District).
This venue was selected on the basis that it was located within walking distance from the
development site, was handicap accessible and would be familiar to invested neighbours,

Anthem diligently followed the criteria provided by the. City of Richmond for their Developer
- Information Session. This criteria included sending out approximately 100 notices to all
residences located within the required area a minimum of 10 days prior to the meeting, in
“addjtion to sending email notifications to strata property managers for nearby all multi;family
developments and running two consecutive ads in the Richmond News on Wednesday, June 15t
and Friday, June 17% 2016,

On June 22" 2016, clear signs for the event were postéd on the venue doors, tables were set-up
for attendees to use for registrations and to fill-out comment sheets, catering was provided and
presentation boards were displayed providing extensive information on the proposed project

- CNCL - 265



PROPERTIES
Suite 300 Bentall 5

550 Burrard Street
Vancouver BC

Canada V6C 2B5

1 604 689 3040

f 604 689 5642
www.anthemproperties.com

which included, but was not limited to: landscape details, context images and building

elevations, conceptual images (hand-sketched renders), a traffic impact analysis, background on

Anthem Properties as the developer, etc. Attendees included a number of Anthem staff

members, the project’s architect and landscape architect and City of Richmond Planner, Edwin
Lee.

Over the course of the meeting, 22 individuals formally signed-in at the registration table with
approximately 30 people in attendance in total. Anthem collected -5 comment sheets from
attendees who were willing to provide their initial feedback on the proposed development, with
1 sheet being taken away by an attendee for submission after the fact. The main guestions that
were asked were-centered on: the height of the fence or wall and the set-back between the East
laneway and the project (based on concerns relating to parking/traffic and privacy for the
neighbouring hom'eowners) and tree retention. Overall, Anthem received support for the
proposed development with compliments being paid to the désign, which many attendees
noted as fitting nicely with the neighbourhood; the decision to have the site access be off of No.
5 Road and the efforts being put into retaining existing trees on the site.

Anthem looks forward to moving ahead with the proposed developmént and will continue all
efforts to maintain positive relationships with all project stakeholders.

Sincerely,

Nick Kasidoulis

Development Manager, Anthem Properties-
Email: nkasidoulis@anthemproperties.com
Direct: (604) 638-4401

Ccc:

Steve Forrest

Vice President of Development, Anthem Properties
Email: sforrest@anthemproperties.com

Direct: (604) 488-3632
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ATTACHMENT 8

Rezoning Considerations

Development Applications Department
. 6911 No. 3 Road, Richmond, BC V6Y 2C1

Address: 10475, 10491, 10511, 10531, 10551, 10571, 10591 and 10631  File No.: RZ 16-726337

No. 5 Road

Prior to final adoption of Richmend Zening Bylaw 8500 Amendment Bylaw 9687, the developer is
required to complete the following:

1.
2:

10.

11.
12.

Consolidation of all the lots into one development parcel (which will require the demolition of all existing dwellmgs)

Approximately 0.5 m wide road dedication along the entire No. 5 Road frontage to accommodate a new 1.5 m wide
treed/grassed boulevard and a new 1.5 m wide concrete sidewalk; exact width is to be confirmed with survey

" information to be submitted by the applicant.

Registration of a legal agreement on Title to identify the Agriculture Land Reserve (ALR) buffer area (4.0 m wide,

~ measured from the new property line along No. 5 Road), to ensure that landscaping planted within this buffer is

maintained and will not be abandoned or removed, and to indicate that the subject property is located adjacent to
active agricultural operations and subject to impacts of noise, dust and odour: '

Registration of a flood indemnity covenant on Title.

Registration of a cross-access easement, statutory right-of-way (SRW), and/or other legal agreements or measures; as
determined to the satisfaction of the Director of Development, over the full width and extent of the entry driveway
from No. 5 Road and the main north-south internial drive aisle on site in favour of the existing and future residential
development to the south, as well as the future residential developments to the north. Language should be included in
the SRW document that the City will not be responsible for maintenance or liability within the SRW and that utllrty
SRW under the drive aisle is not required.

Registration of a legal agreement on Title; identifying that the proposed development must be designed and
constructed to meet or exceed EnerGuide 82 criteria for energy efficiency and that all dwellmgs are pre-ducted for
solar hot water heating.

Provincial Ministry of Transportation & Infrastructure Approval.

Submission of a Contract entered into between the applicant and a Certified Arborist for supervision of any on-site
works conducted within the tree protection zone of the trees to be retained on adjacent properties. The Contract
should include the scope of work to be undertaken, including: the proposed number of site monitoring inspections,
and a provision for the Arborist to submit a post-construction assessment report to the City for review.

City acceptance of the developer’s offer to voluntarily contribute $0.81 per buildable square foot (e.g. $59,369.35) to
the City’s Public Art fund.

City acceptance of the developer’s offer to voluntarily contribute $4.00 per bu1ldable square foot (e.g. $293,181.97) to
the City’s affordable housing fund. :

Contribution of $83,000.00 in-lieu of on-site indoor amenity space.

Enter into a Servicing Agreement* for the design and construction of engineering infrastructure improvements.
Works include, but may not be limited to:

Water Works

a. Using the OCP Model, there is 646. 0 L/s of water avarlable at a 20 psi residual at the No. 5 Road frontage Based |
on your proposed development, you1 site requires a minimum fire flow of 220 L/s.
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b. The Developer is required to:

e  Submit Fire Underwriter Survey‘(FUS) or International Organization for Standardization (ISO) fire flow
calculations to confirm the development has adequate fire flow for on site fire. protection. Calculations must
be signed and sealed by a Professional Engineer and be based on Bulldlng Permit Stage Building designs.

 Install a new fire hydrant on the west side of No. 5 Road; to service the proposed development Coordination
“with the Clty s Fire Department to confirm the location of the proposed hydrant is requlred

¢. Atthe Developer’s cost, the City will:
¢ Cutand cap at mal_n; the eight existing water service connections.

" o Install anew water service connection off of the 300 mm PVC watermain along No. 5 Road.

Storm Sewer'Works

a. The Developer is required to:

e  Upgrade approximately 180 m of the existing 600’ mm storm sewer on the west side of No. 5 Road to
900 mm; complete with tie-in to existing manhole STMH114064 by southeast corner of Lot 10631, and two
new manholes by the northeast corner 6f Lot 10475. The new drainage alignment should be moved into the
road’s travel lane; out of the sidewalk.

o Cut, cap and remove/fill per MMCD the ex1st1ng 600 mm storm sewet along the entire frontage of the
" development site.

e Install a new storm service connection; complete with inspection chamber at the southeast corner of the
development site and tie-in to the proposed 900 mm storm sewer.

b. At the Developer’s cost, the City is to cut, cap, and remove the_existing storm service connections and inspection
chambers along the frontage of the development site.

Sanitary Sewer Works

a. The Developer is required to:

s Install a new sanitary service connection to the existing manhole SMH999 at the southwest corner of
Lot 10591. The manhole will serve as the inspection chamber for the development.

» Remove all existing sanitary service connections and inspections chambers.

Frontage Improvements

a. The Developer is required to:

e Construct a new 1.5 m wide treed/grassed boulevard and a new 1.5 m wide concrete 51dewalk along the entire.
No. 5 Road frontage behind the existing curb and gutter.

e Revise the orientation of the existing crosswalk on the north leg of the No. 5 Road/access road intersection so
that the crosswalk would be perpendicular to the travelled portion of the roadway. This will include, but not
limited to, the relocation of the existing trafﬁc signal equlpment relocation of existing traffic signal loops,
and others as necessary.

e Coordinate with BC Hydro, Telus and other private communication service providers:
i. To underground Hydro service lines. A
ii. When relocating/modifying any of the ex1st1ng power poles and/or guy wires within the property
frontages.
iii. To determine if above ground structures are requlred and coordinate their locations on-site (e.g. Vista,
PMT, LPT, Shaw cablnets Telus Kiosks, etc.).
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General Items

a. The Developer is required to:

e Enter into, if required, additional legal agreements as determined via the subject development's Servicing
Agreement(s) and/or Development Permit(s), and/or Building Permit(s) to the satisfaction of the Director of
Engineering, including, but not limited to, site investigation, testing; monitoring, site preparation, de-
watering, drilling, underpinning, anchoring, shoring, piling, pre—loading, ground densification or other
activities that may result in settlement, displacement, subsidence, damage or nuisance to City and private
utility infrastructure.

© Provide, within the first Servicing Agreement submission, a geotechnical assessment of preload and soil
preparation impacts on the existing utilities surrounding the development site and provide mitigation
recommendations.

13. The submission and processing of a Development Permit* completed to a level deemed acceptable by the Director of

Development.

Prior to a Development Permit” being forwarded to the Development Permit Panel for eonsmeranom the
developer is required to:

1.

Complete a proposed townhouse energy efficiency report and recommendations prepared by a Certified Energy
Advisor which demonstrates how the proposed construction will meet or exceed the required townhouse energy
efficiency standards (EnerGuide 82 or better), in compliance with the City’s Official Community Plan.

Prior to a Development Permit* issuance, the developer is required to complete the following:

1.
2.

Submission of a Landscaping Security based on 100% of the cost estimate provided by the landscape architect.

Submission of a Tree Survival Security to the City as part of the Landscape Leﬁer of Credit to ensure that all trees
identified for retention will be protected. No Landscape Letter of Credit will be returned until the post-construction
assessment report, confirming the protected trees survived the construction, prepared by the Arborist, is reviewed by

~ staff.

Prior to Building Permit Issuance, the developer must complete the following requirements:

1.

Installation of appropriate tree protection fencing around all hedges to be rétained as part of the development prior to
any construction activities, including building demolition, occurring on-site.

Should the applicant wish to begin site preparation work after third reading of the rezoning bylaw, but prior to final

adoption of the rezoning bylaw and issuance of the Development Permit, the applicant will be required to obtain-a
Tree Permit and submlt landscaping security (i.e. $59,000 in total) to ensure the replacement planting will be

- provided.

Submission of a Construction Parking and Traffic Management Plan to the Transportation Department. Management -
Plan shall include location for parking for services, deliveries, workers, loading, application for any lane closures, and
proper construction traffic controls as per Traffic Control Manual for works on Roadways (by Ministry of .
Transportation) and MMCD Traffic Regulation Section 01570.

Incorporation of energy efficiency, CPTED, sustainability, and accessibility measures in Building Permit (BP) plans
as determined via the Rezoning and/or Development Permit processes.

If applicable, payment of latecomer agreement charges associated with eligible latecomer works.

Obtain a Building Permit (BP) for any construction hoarding. If construction hoarding is required to temporarily
occupy a public street, the air space above a public street, or any part thereof, additional City approvals and associated
fees may be required as part of the Bulldmg Permit. For additional information, contact the Building Approvals
Department at 604-276-4285.
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Note:

*

e

This requires a separate application.

Where the Director of Development deems appropriate, the precedmg agreements are to be drawn not only as personal covenants’
of the property owner but also as covenants pursuant to Section 219 of the Land Title Act.

All agreements to be registered in the Land Title Office shall have priority over all such liens, charges and encumbrances as is
considered advisable by the Director of Development. All agreements to be registered in the Land Title Office shall, unless the
Director of Development determines otherwise, be fully registered in the Land Title Office prlor to enactment of the appropriate
bylaw.

The preceding agreements shall provide security to the City including indemnities, Warrénties equitable/rent charges, letters of
credit and withholding permits, as deemed necessary or advisable by the Director of Development All agreements shall be in a
form and content satlsfactory to the Director of Development.

Additional legal agreements; as determined via the subject development's Servicing Agreement(s) and/or Development Permit(s),
and/or Building Permit(s) to the satisfaction of the Director of Engineering may be required including, but not limited to, site
investigation, testing, monitoring, site preparation, de-watering, drilling, underpinning, anchoring, shoring, piling, pre-loading,
ground densification or other activities that may result in settlement, displacement, subsidence, damage or nuisance to City and
private utility infrastructure. - A

Applicants for all City Permits are required to comply at all times with the conditions of the Provircial Wildlife Act and Federal
Migratory Birds Convention Act, which contain prohibitions on the removal or disturbance of both birds and their nests. Issuance
of Municipal permits does not give an individual authority to contravene these legislations. The City of Richmond recommends
that where significant trees or vegetation exists on site, the services of a Qualified Environmental Professional (QEP) be secured
to perform a survey and ensure that development activities are in compliance with all relevant legislation.

Signed ' Date
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ity of
{ C.ty O Development Application Data Sheet
SO Richmond Development Applications Department

RZ 16-726337 Attachment E

Address: 10475, 10491, 10511, 10531, 10551, 10571, 10591 and 10631 No. 5 Road
Applicant: Anthem Properties Group Ltd.

Planning Area(s). _Shellmont

I Existing Proposed
Owner: Anthem 5 Road Developments Ltd. | No Change
Site Size (m?): 9,814.51 m? . 9,727.36 m” (after road dedication)
Land Uses: Single-Family Residential Multiple-Family Residential
OCP Designation: Low-Density Residential No Change
Area Plan Designation: | N/A No Change

702 Policy Designation: | Single-Family Lot Size Policy 5434 | No Change

Zoning: Single Detached (RS1/E) Low Density Townhouses (RTM3)
Number of Units: 8 47 townhouse units + 2 secondary suites
Other Designations: N/A No Change
On Future . .
Subdivided Lots Bylaw Requirement Proposed Variance
Floor Area Ratio: Max. 0.70 0.70 Max. none permitted
Lot Coverage - Building: Max. 40% 40% Max. . none
Lot Coverage — Non-porous Max. 65% 65% Max. none
Surfaces:
Lot Coverage — Landscaping: Min. 25% 25% Min. none
: . ! 4.5 m to Bldgs #9-13 variance
Setback - Front Yard (m): Min. 6.0 m 5.5 m to Bldgs #14-15 required
Setback — North Side Yard (m): Min. 3.0 m 3.0 m Min. none
Setback ~ South Side Yard (m): Min. 3.0 m 3.0 m Min. none
Setback — Rear Yard (m): Min. 3.0 m 45m none
' ¢ 12.0 m (3 storeys)
Max. along No. 5
Height (m): Max. 12.0 m (3 storeys) Road none
' o e 7.5 m (2 storeys)
Max. along west
property line
Lot Width: Min. 50.0 m 174.32 m none
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April 5,2017

On Future
Subdivided Lots

Bylaw Requirement

Proposed

RZ 16-726337

Variance

Lot Depth: Min. 30.0 m 56.34 m none
Site Area: Min. 1,800 m? 9,727.36 m? none
' 2 (R) and 0.2 (V) per unit
Off-street Parking Spaces - plus (1) R per secondary 2 (R). and 0.21 (V) per
S ) . ; unit plus (1) R per none
Regular (R) / Visitor (V): suite on lot fronting an !
. secondary suite
. . arterial road
%‘;ft;?reet Parking Spaces - 96 (R) and 10 (V) 96 (R) and 10 (V) none
Max. 50% of proposed
Tandem Parking Spaces: residential spaces in 0 none
enclosed garages ,
{96 x Max. 50% = 48)
Max. 50% when 31 or more
Small Car Parking Spaces spaces are provided on site 47 none
(106 x Max. 50% = 53)
Min. 2% when 11 or more
Handicap Parking Spaces: spaces are required 3 spaces Min. none
(106 x 2% = 3 spaces) :
Bicycle Parking Spaces — Class 1.25 (Class 1) and 1.4 (Class 1) and 0.21 none
1/ Class 2: 0.2 (Class 2) per unit (Class 2) per unit
Off-street Parking Spaces — 59 (Class 1) and 10 (Class 66 (Class 1) and none
Total: 2) 10 (Class 2)
Amenity Space — Indoor: Min. 70 m? or Cash-in-lieu Cash-in-lieu none
- S -
Amenity Space — Outdoor: Min. irgg; ;72 units 488.9 m? none

Other: Tree replacement compensation required for removal of bylaw-sized trees.
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ATTACHMENT F

City of . S
Rezoning Considerations

RlChmOnd Development Applications Department
6911 No. 3 Road, Richmond, BC VBY 2C1

Address: 10475, 10491, 10511, 10531, 10551, 10571, 10591 and 10631 File No.: RZ 16-726337
No. 5 Road

Prior to final adoption of Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500, Amendment Bylaw 9687, the developer is
required to complete the following:

1. Consolidation of all the lots into one development parcel (which will require the demolition of all existing dwellings).

2. Approximately 0.5 m wide road dedication along the entire No. 5 Road frontage to accommodate a new 1.5 m wide
treed/grassed boulevard and a new 1.5 m wide concrete sidewalk; exact width is to be confirmed with survey
information to be submitted by the applicant.

3. Registration of a legal agreement on Title to identify the Agriculture Land Reserve (ALR) buffer area (4.0 m wide,
 measured from the new property line along No. 5 Road), to ensure that landscaping planted within this buffer is
maintained and will not be abandoned or removed, and to indicate that the subject property is located adjacent to
active agricultural operations and subject to impacts of noise, dust and odour.

4. Registration of a legal agreement on Title to ensure that no final Building Permit inspection is granted until two
secondary suites are constructed on site, to the satisfaction of the City in accordance with the BC Building Code and
the City’s Zoning Bylaw.

5. Registration of a legal agreements on Title or other measures, as determined to the satisfaction of the Director of
Development, to ensure a surface parking stall is assigned to each of the units with a secondary suite, and that the
parking stall will be for the sole use of the secondary suite.

Registration of a flood indemnity covenant on Title.

7. Registration of a cross-access easement, statutory right-of-way (SRW), and/or other legal agreements or measures; as
determined to the satisfaction of the Director of Development, over the full width and extent of the entry driveway
from No. 5 Road and the main north-south internal drive aisle on site in favour of the existing and future residential
development to the south, as well as the future residential developments to the north. Language should be included in
the SRW document that the City will not be responsible for maintenance or liability within the SRW and that utility
SRW under the drive aisle is not required.

8. Registration of a legal agreement on Title; identifying that the proposed development must be designed and
constructed to meet or exceed EnerGuide 82 criteria for energy efficiency and that all dwellings are pre-ducted for
solar hot water heating.

9. Provincial Ministry of Transportation & Infrastructure Approval.

10. Submission of a Contract entered into between the applicant and a Certified Arborist for supervision of any on-site
works conducted within the tree protection zone of the trees to be retained on adjacent properties. The Contract
should include the scope of work to be undertaken, including: the proposed number of site monitoring inspections,
and a provision for the Arborist to submit a post-construction assessment report to the City for review.

[ 1. City acceptance of the developer’s offer to voluntarily contribute $0.81 per buildable square foot (e.g. $59,369.35) to
the City’s Public Art fund.

12. City acceptance of the developer’s offer to voluntarily contribute $4.00 per buildable square foot (e.g. $293,181.97) to
the City’s affordable housing fund.

13. Contribution of $83,000.00 in-lieu of on-site indoor amenity space.
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14. Enter into a Servicing Agreement* for the design and construction of engineering infrastructure improvements.
Works include, but may not be limited to:

Water Works

a. Using the OCP Model, there is 646.0 L/s of water available at a 20 psi residual at the No. 5 Road frontage. Based
on your proposed development, your site requires a minimum fire flow of 220 L/s.

b. The Developer is required to:

e  Submit Fire Underwriter Survey (FUS) or International Organization for Standardization (ISO) fire flow
calculations to confirm the development has adequate fire flow for on site fire protection. Calculations must
be signed and sealed by a Professional Engineer and be based on Building Permit Stage Building designs.

o Install a new fire hydrant on the west side of No. 5 Road; to service the proposed development. Coordination
with the City’s Fire Department to confirm the location of the proposed hydrant is required.

c. Atthe Developer’s cost, the City will:
» Cut and cap at main; the eight existing water service connections.

e Install a new water service connection off of the 300 mm PVC watermain along No. 5 Road.

Storm Sewer Works

a. The Developer is required to:

e Upgrade approximately 180 m of the existing 600 mm storm sewer on the west side of No. 5 Road to
900 mm; complete with tie-in to existing manhole STMH114064 by southeast corner of Lot 10631, and two
new manholes by the northeast corner of Lot 10475. The new drainage alignment should be moved into the
road’s travel lane; out of the sidewalk.

e Cut, cap and remove/fill per MMCD the existing 600 mm storm sewer along the entire frontage of the
development site.

e Install a new storm service connection; complete with inspection chamber at the southeast corner of the
development site and tie-in to the proposed 900 mm storm sewer.

b. At the Developer’s cost, the City is to cut, cap, and remove the existing storm service connections and inspection
chambers along the frontage of the development site.

Sanitary Sewer Works

a. The Developer is required to:

¢ Install a new sanitary service connection to the existing manhole SMH999 at the southwest corner of
Lot 10591. The manhole will serve as the inspection chamber for the development.

e Remove all existing sanitary service connections and inspections chambers.

Frontage Improvements

a. The Developer is required to:

e Construct a new 1.5 m wide treed/grassed boulevard and a new 1.5 m wide concrete sidewalk along the entire
No. 5 Road frontage; behind the existing curb and gutter.

e Revise the orientation of the existing crosswalk on the north leg of the No. 5 Road/access road intersection so
that the crosswalk would be perpendicular to the travelled portion of the roadway. This will include, but not
limited to, the relocation of the existing traffic signal equipment, relocation of existing traffic signal loops,
and others as necessary.

¢ Coordinate with BC Hydro, Telus and OWE@ munication service providers:



_3-

i. To underground Hydro service lines. ‘
ii. When relocating/modifying any of the existing power poles and/or guy wires within the property
frontages.
iii. To determine if above ground structures are required and coordinate their locations on-site (e.g. Vista,
PMT, LPT, Shaw cabinets, Telus Kiosks, etc.).

General Items

a. The Developer is required to:

e Enter into, if required, additional legal agreements, as determined via the subject development's Servicing
Agreement(s) and/or Development Permit(s), and/or Building Permit(s) to the satisfaction of the Director of
Engineering, including, but not limited to, site investigation, testing, monitoring, site preparation, de-
watering, drilling, underpinning, anchoring, shoring, piling, pre-loading, ground densification or other
activities that may result in settlement, displacement, subsidence, damage or nuisance to City and private
utility infrastructure.

e Provide, within the first Servicing Agreement submission, a geotechnical assessment of preload and soil
preparation impacts on the existing utilities surrounding the development site and provide mitigation
recommendations.

15. The submission and processing of a Development Permit* completed to a level deemed acceptable by the Director of

Development.

Prior to a Development Permit™ being forwarded to the Development Permit Panel for consideration, the
developer is required to:

1.

Complete a proposed townhouse energy efficiency report and recommendations prepared by a Certified Energy
Advisor which demonstrates how the proposed construction will meet or exceed the required townhouse energy
efficiency standards (EnerGuide 82 or better), in compliance with the City’s Official Community Plan.

Prior to a Development Permit* issuance, the developer is required to complete the following:

1.
2.

Submission of a Landscaping Security based on 100% of the cost estimate provided by the landscape architect.

Submission of a Tree Survival Security to the City as part of the Landscape Letter of Credit to ensure that all trees
identified for retention will be protected. No Landscape Letter of Credit will be returned until the post-construction
assessment report, confirming the protected trees survived the construction, prepared by the Arborist, is reviewed by
staff.

Prior to Building Permit Issuance, the developer must complete the following requirements:

1.

Installation of appropriate tree protection fencing around all hedges to be retained as part of the development prior to
any construction activities, including building demolition, occurring on-site.

Should the applicant wish to begin site preparation work after third reading of the rezoning bylaw, but prior to final
adoption of the rezoning bylaw and issuance of the Development Permit, the applicant will be required to obtain a
Tree Permit and submit landscaping security (i.e. $59,000 in total) to ensure the replacement planting will be
provided.

Submission of a Construction Parking and Traffic Management Plan to the Transportation Department. Management
Plan shall include location for parking for services, deliveries, workers, loading, application for any lane closures, and
proper construction traffic controls as per Traffic Control Manual for works on Roadways (by Ministry of
Transportation) and MMCD Traffic Regulation Section 01570.

Incorporation of energy efficiency, CPTED, sustainability, and accessibility measures in Building Permit (BP) plans
as determined via the Rezoning and/or Development Permit processes.

4. If applicable, payment of latecomer agreement charges associated with ¢ligible latecomer works.
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Obtain a Building Permit (BP) for any construction hoarding. If construction hoarding is required to temporarily
occupy a public street, the air space above a public street, or any part thereof, additional City approvals and associated
fees may be required as part of the Building Permit. For additional information, contact the Building Approvals
Department at 604-276-4285.

Note:

*

This requires a separate application.

Where the Director of Development deems appropriate, the preceding agreements are to be drawn not only as personal covenants
of the property owner but also as covenants pursuant to Section 219 of the Land Title Act.

All agreements to be registered in the Land Title Office shall have priority over all such liens, charges and encumbrances as is
considered advisable by the Director of Development. All agreements to be registered in the Land Title Office shall, unless the
Director of Development determines otherwise, be fully registered in the Land Title Office prior to enactment of the appropriate
bylaw.

The preceding agreements shall provide security to the City including indemnities, warranties, equitable/rent charges, letters of
credit and withholding permits, as deemed necessary or advisable by the Director of Development. All agreements shall be in a
form and content satisfactory to the Director of Development.

Additional legal agreements, as determined via the subject development's Servicing Agreement(s) and/or Development Permit(s),
and/or Building Permit(s) to the satisfaction of the Director of Engineering may be required including, but not limited to, site
investigation, testing, monitoring, site preparation, de-watering, drilling, underpinning, anchoring, shoring, piling, pre-loading,
ground densification or other activities that may result in settlement, displacement, subsidence, damage or nuisance to City and
private utility infrastructure.

Applicants for all City Permits are required to comply at all times with the conditions of the Provincial Wildlife Act and Federal
Migratory Birds Convention Act, which contain prohibitions on the removal or disturbance of both birds and their nests. Issuance
of Municipal permits does not give an individual authority to contravene these legislations. The City of Richmond recommends
that where significant trees or vegetation exists on site, the services of a Qualified Environmental Professional (QEP) be secured
to perform a survey and ensure that development activities are in compliance with all relevant legislation.

Signed Date
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ichmond Bylaw 9687

Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500
Amendment Bylaw 9687 (RZ 16-726337)

10475, 10491, 10511, 10531, 10551, 10571, 10591 and 10631 No. 5 Road

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

1.

5327032

The Zoning Map of the City of Richmond, which accompanies and forms part of Richmond
Zoning Bylaw 8500, is amended by repealing the existing zoning designation of the
following area and by designating it “M EDIUM DENSITY TOWNHOUSES (RTM3)”.

P.I.D. 007-732-554
Lot 3 Section 36 Block 4 North Range 6 West New Westminster District Plan 74727
and

P.LD. 003-896-285 _
Lot 467 Section 36 Block 4 North Range 6 West New Westminster District Plan 59290

and

P.L.D. 003-930-220 4
Lot 468 Section 36 Block 4 North Range 6 West New Westminster District Plan 59290

and

P.LD. 003-558-975
Lot 431 Section 36 Block 4 North Range 6 West New Westminster District Plan 48580

and

P.LD. 003-506-738
Lot 430 Section 36 Block 4 North Range 6 West New Westminster District Plan 48580

and

P.I.D. 004-216-661
Lot 320 Section 36 Block 4 North Range 6 West New Westminster District Plan 38486

- and
"P.I.D. 008-509-948

Lot 321 Section 36 Block 4 North Range 6 West New Westminster District Plan 38486
and

P.LD. 009-816-186
Lot 6 Except: Part Subdivided by Plan 56313; Section 36 Block 4 North Range 6 West New
Westminster District Plan 13375
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2. This Bylaw may be cited as “Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500, Amendment Bylaw 9687”.

FIRST READING erMoN

RICHMOND
APPI;OVED
A PUBLIC HEARING WAS HELD ON WZ,
SECOND READING TPRROVED
. or Solicitor

THIRD READING |l

OTHER CONDITIONS SATISFIED

MINISTRY OF TRANSPORTATION AND
INFRASTRUCTURE APPROVAL

ADOPTED

MAYOR CORPORATE OFFICER
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W Richmond Bylaw 9715

Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500
Amendment Bylaw 9715

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

1.

Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500, as amended, is further amended at Section 3.4 [Use and
Term Definitions] by deleting the definition of “Secondary suite” in its entirety and
substituting the following:

“Secondary suite =~ means an accessory, self-contained dwelling within single
detached housing or town housing, exclusively used for
occupancy by one household.”

Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500, as amended, is further amended at Section 5.4 [Secondary
Suites] by deleting Section 5.4.1 in its entirety and replacing it with the following:

“5.4.1 The following regulations and prohibitions apply to every secondary suite
permitted in a zone:

a) the secondary suite must be completely enclosed within the same building as
the principal dwelling unit in single detached housing or completely
contained within the same townhouse unit or strata lot in town housing, and
not in a detached accessory building;

b) no more than one secondary suite shall be permitted per principal dwelling
unit in single detached housing or per townhouse unit or strata lot in town
housing;

¢) the secondary suite must be incidental and integrated with the principal
dwelling unit so as not to externally appear as a separate unit;

d) a City water meter must be installed on the lot on which the secondary suite
is located; '

e) the secondary suite must have a minimum floor area of at least 33.0 m? and
must not exceed a total floor area of 90.0 m? in single detached housing;

fy the secondary suite must not exceed 40% of the total floor area of the
dwelling unit in which it is contained;

g) home business uses (i.c., licensed crafts and teaching; licensed residential
registered office and licensed residential business office), but not child care
programs, may be carried out within a secondary suite;

h) boarding and lodging and minor community care facilities are not
permitted in a secondary suite;
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i) asecondary suite is not permitted in conjunction with a bed and breakfast;

j) the building must be inspected by the City for compliance with the Building
Code, this bylaw and other applicable enactments;

k) where a secondary suite is on a lot fronting an arterial road as shown in
Diagram 1 below, one additional on-site parking space must be provided for
the exclusive use of each secondary suite;

Diagram 1: Arterial Roads Where Additional On-Site Parking Space Required
For Secondary Suites

Knight Street Bridga
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Blundell Road
NES
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No. 5]Road
No. 6]Road

Francis Road -

West Dyke Trail

Williams Road

No. 1 Road
Railway Avenue
No. 2 Road

Steveston Highway
—Moncton IStreet
\ Finn Road 1

[) where an additional on-site parking space for a secondary suite is required,
the required on-site parking spaces for the principal dwelling unit in single
detached housing may be provided in a tandem arrangement with one
parking space located behind the other; and

Gilbert Road
No. 3 Road

m) internal access must be maintained between the secondary suite and the
principal dwelling unit in single detached housing or between the
secondary suite and the associated townhouse unit in town housing, except
for a locked door.”

3. Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500, as amended, is further amended at Section 8.6 [Low
Density Townhouses (RTL1, RTL2, RTL3, RTL4)] by amending Section 8.6.3, by adding
“secondary suite” to the list of permitted secondary uses.
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4. Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500, as amended, is further amended at Section 8.7 [Medium
Density Townhouses (RTM1, RTM2, RTM3)] by amending Section 8.7.3, by adding
“secondary suite” to the list of permitted secondary uses.

5. Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500, as amended, is further amended at Section 8.8 [High
Density Townhouses (RTH1, RTH2, RTH3, RTH4)] by amending Section 8.8.3, by adding
“secondary suite” to the list of permitted secondary uses.

6. Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500, as amended, is further amended at Section 8.9 [Parking
Structure Townhouses (RTP1, RTP2, RTP3, RTP4)] by amending Section 8.9.3, by adding
“secondary suite” to the list of permitted secondary uses.

7. This Bylaw may be cited as “Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500, Amendment Bylaw 9715”.

FIRST READING RIGHMOND
RPPROVED |
Y
PUBLIC HEARING a .
SECOND READING @5‘;?2!5?
or Solicitor
THIRD READING U
ADOPTED ’
MAYOR CORPORATE OFFICER -
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A City of

Richmond Report to Committee
To: Pianning Committee Date: April 13, 2017
From: Wayne Craig File:  08-4057-10/2017-Vol 01
Director, Development
Terry Crowe
Manager, Policy Planning ‘
Re: Agriculturally Zoned Land: Summary of Public Consultation and Proposed

Bylaws Limiting Residential Development in the Agriculture (AG1) Zone

Staff Recommendation

1.

That Richmond Official Community Plan Bylaw 9000, Amendment Bylaw 9706, be
introduced and given first reading;

That Richmond Official Community Plan Bylaw 9000, Amendment Bylaw 9706, having
been considered in conjunction with:

a. the City's Financial Plan and Capital Program; and

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

is hereby found to be consistent with said program and plans, in accordance with section
477(3)(a) of the Local Government Act;

That Richmond Official Community Plan Bylaw No. 9000, Amendment Bylaw No. 9706,
having been considered in conjunction with Section 477(3)(b) of the Local Government Act,
be referred to the Agricultural Land Commission for comment;

That Richmond Official Community Plan Bylaw 9000, Amendment Bylaw No. 9706, having
been considered in accordance with Section 475 of the Local Government Act and the City’s
Official Community Plan Bylaw Preparation Consultation Policy 5043, is found not to
require further consultation;

That Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500, Amendment Bylaw 9707 (Maximum Farm Home Plate
Area and Setbacks in the AG1 Zone), be introduced and given first reading;

That Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500, Amendment Bylaw 9712 (Maximum House Size in the
AGT1 Zone), be introduced and given first reading; and
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Staff Report
Origin
This report responds to Council’s direction on March 27, 2017 which stated:

that staff be directed to prepare for Council’s consideration a bylaw to limit house size,
farm home plate and setbacks, including residential accessory buildings in the
Agriculture (AG) zones.

This report also summarizes feedback received from the public consultation process that took
place between February 27 and March 12, 2017 on potential housing regulations on Richmond’s
agriculturally zoned land. The consultation results were considered in the preparation of bylaw
options that could amend the Official Community Plan (OCP) and Zoning Bylaw. The bylaw
options aim to better manage the size and number of houses, accessory residential buildings and
enhance rear farm access, in the agricultural zones, to minimize their impacts on farmland, to
ensure that these lands be can used: for agricultural activities.

This report supports Council’s 2014-2018 Term Goal #3 A Well-Planned Community:

Adhere to effective planning and growth management practices to maintain and enhance
the livability, sustainability and desirability of our City and its neighbourhoods, and to
ensure the results match the intentions of our policies and bylaws.

Findings of Fact

On January 23, 2017, Council directed staff to conduct public consultation regarding potential
limitations to house size, farm home plate size and setbacks, including residential accessory
buildings, on agriculturally zoned land. Public and stakeholder consultation was conducted
between February 27, 2017 and March 12, 2017 through an online LetsTalkRichmond.ca survey,
and at a public open house held at City Hall. Staff also consulted with members of the
Agricultural Advisory Committee and Richmond Farmers Institute.

Throughout this process, there was a high level of public interest with over 250 people attending
the public open house held on March 2, 2017, and a total of 679 completed surveys received
during the public consultation period. Feedback was also received through letters and emails to
Council, and comments on social media. A copy of all feedback received will be available in a
binder, for Council and the public to review, and will include all completed surveys,
correspondence to Council, and comments received on the City’s Facebook page.

Survey Results «

A total of 679 participants completed a survey to provide their input: of these participants:

¢ 600 residents had a Richmond based postal code;

- - 55provided a postal code outside of Richmond; and
- 24 did not provide a postal code but staff is aware that some of these respondents are

Richmond residents;

e 115 were a Richmond resident residing on a property in the Agricultural Land Reserve
(ALR) based on postal code results; and

¢ 104 identified themselves as a Richmond farmer on the survey.
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A comparison of responses from Richmond residents, ALR residents, and Richmond farmers
show differences in opinions on housing regulations. Survey results from Richmond residents
were almost identical with responses from the total survey respondents. Not all questions were
answered by all respondents.

Key findings in the survey include:

e A significant majority of total survey respondents (71.3%) were in favour of establishing a
farm home plate, while farmers and ALR residents were less supportive. Of those who
support a farm home plate, the majority prefer a size proportionate to the farm parcel.

e A significant majority of total survey respondents (74.1%) were in favour of a size limitation
for the principal home, while farmers and ALR residents were less supportive. Of those that
support a size limitation, the preferred limitation is through a maximum house size floor area
cap. While the majority of all respondents preferred smaller houses on farmland, farmers and
ALR residents were split in their preferences.

o Similar to the principal agricultural house, a significant majority of respondents (76.2%)
support a size limitation for accessory residential buildings (e.g., garage, pool house), while
farmers and ALR residents were less supportive. While the total respondents prefer to use a
maximum size floor area cap, farmers and ALR residents were split on how to control
accessory residential buildings size. Responses were also split between different maximum
floor areas for these types of buildings.

o  While the vast majority of respondents (68.2%) prefer a 50 m (164 ft.) buildable setback for
all residential buildings on the parcel, farmers were split, with the preferred setback at 50 m
(164 ft.) and “other” setback options, which include a setback that depends on the farm lot
size and the current allowable setback.

e Regarding the septic system (e.g., tank and field) on farm parcels, 53% preferred that it be
included in the farm home plate; 47% indicated that it should either not be included or
partially included in the farm home plate.

Attachment 1 compares the survey responses from the four groups (those who self-identified as
Richmond AR farmers, those who reside on an ALR property, overall Richmond residents, and
the total people surveyed).

Overall, the most common feedback received was to establish limits on residential development
to protect farmland.

Stakeholders Meeting

A stakeholders meeting was held on March 7, 2017 which included members of the Richmond
Agricultural Advisory Committee (AAC). The AAC did not have a quorum at this meeting.
After the meeting, the AAC met separately without staff to provide their feedback

(Attachment 2). The Richmond Farmer’s Institute (RFI) also attended the meeting. Other
individuals attended the meeting who indicated they were part of a newly formed group of ALR
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property owners known as the Richmond Farmland Owners Association (who, after several City
staff requests, have not clarified their membership).

Each group provided a response on potential farmland housing regulations in Richmond which
are summarized below:

o The AAC and the RFI support a farm home plate of 4,046 m” (1 acre) in area;

e All three groups support a floor area limit on a principal house with the following
distinctions: :
— the AAC preferred that the maximum house size limit be 1,150 m* (12,378 f*);
—  RFI preferred that the maximum house size limit be 1,000 m” (10,763 ft*); and
— the Richmond Farmland Owners Association did not provide a preferred maximum house
size, but wanted to use a floor area ratio on the farm parcel.

. All three groups wanted to keep the current buildable setback for the principal agricultural
house and accessory residential buildings (i.e., 50 m from the road to the front of the house;
50 m from the back of the house to the front of an accessory building).

e The AAC and RFI did not comment on the maximum size of residential accessory buildings;
however, the Richmond Farmland Owners Association preferred to regulate the size of
residential accessory buildings through a floor area ratio, but did not specify a maximum
floor area; and

e While the AAC and the RFI were in favour of including septic tanks, but not septic fields, in
the farm home plate, the Richmond Farmland Owners Association did not want any part of
the septic system to be included on the farm home plate.

Correspondence to Mayor and Councillors

As of April 11, 2017 forty seven (47) letters, faxes, and emails have been sent directly to Mayor
and Councillors from the beginning of January 2017 to April 11, 2017 regarding ALR housing
regulations. Of these, 43 were in support of more limitations on ALR housing development.

A copy of all correspondence to Council will be available in a binder, for Council and the public
to review.

2010 - 2017 ALR House Building Permit Applications

e Between 2010 and 2017, the house size of issued and submitted ALR Building Permit
applications is shown in Attachment 3;

e Between January 1 and April 3, 2017, a total of 45 ALR house Building Permit applications
were submitted, with 73% of the proposed homes over 10,000 ft* (929 m?); and

e 1In 2017, the average proposed house size is 12,918 ft* (1,200 m?), while the largest proposed
house size is 32,660 ft* (3,034.2 m?).

This information is consistent with previous information provided to Council.

Analysis

The objective of implementing changes to housing regulations in the Richmond’s ALR is to
minimize the impacts of residential development on agricultural land, which is consistent with
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e these small sites are further attractive, as many of them are closer to the City Centre, transit
and community amenities than other urban residential areas (e.g., parts of the Thompson,
Seafair, Blundell, Broadmoor, Gilmore, Shellmont neighbourhoods are farther away from the
City Centre than many of the small ALR lots), o

e as aresult, urban residential speculators, buyers and builders may be distorting the ALR
market upward, and many ALR sites are may be viewed only as residential parcels not to be
farmed, and ‘

e consequently, legitimate farmers have difficulty acquiring and farming these properties.

For these reasons, staff suggest that it is particularly important to better manage house sizes in
the ALR, particularly the small ALR sites, to avoid having just residences, unnecessarily large
residences, inaccessible and un-farmable backlands, and an ALR market in which farmers cannot
acquire land to farm.

Urban Lot and House Size Analysis

In determining how to better manage single family house size in the ALR, it is useful to consider
how the City manages house sizes in the City’s urban areas. Establishing house size regulations
in keeping with urban house size regulations is also supported by the Ministry’s Guidelines for
managing residential development in the ALR.

The City’s most commonly applied single family housing district is the RS1/E Zone. The RS1/E
zone is the City’s standard large lot single family zoning district and is applied to a2pproximately
14,000 lots in the City. The average lot area in the RS1/E zone is 743 m” (8,000 ft”) which
permits an average house size of 339 m? (3,650 ft*). With the 50 m? (538 ft*) floor area
exemption for a garage, the total allowable floor area would be 389 m” (4,187 ft%).

Proposed Bylaw No. 9711 would permit a maximum house size in keeping with the average
house size permitted in the RS1/E Zone.

There are approximately 11,000 lots in the City within the smaller RS1 sub-zones. If all RS1
zoned lots were considered, including these smaller lots, the average lot area would be 626 m*
(6,738ft") which permits an average house size of 303 m* (3,261 ft*). With the 50 m? (538 ft)
floor area exemption for a garage, the total maximum floor area would be 353 m? (3,800 ft%).

Proposed Bylaw No. 9710 would permit a maximum house size in keeping with the average
house size permitted on all urban lots subject to the RS1 Zone.

Land Economics

The average urban single family lot size within the RS1/E zone is approximately 743 m*
(8,000 ft*) which would permit a house size including the garage of 389 m” (4,187 ft*). Almost
60% of the City’s urban single family lots are zoned RS1/E.

An economic consultant was asked to comment on the implications of the City establishing a
maximum ALR house size including the garage of 389 m* (4,187 ft*). The consultant advises
that the increased focus on ALR land is largely due to the significant rise in residential land

" prices in the urban areas coupled with zoning regulations on ALR land that allow more
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flexibility to construct larger homes in the ALR. In many cases, this has priced ALR land
beyond what legitimate farmers can afford.

The economic advice indicates that a smaller ALR residential house size would significantly
decrease current residential speculation and buying, as the appeal of ALR lands for
predominately residential use would be reduced and enable more land to be available for
farming, and reduce land costs for farmers. Conversely, the larger the house size, the greater the
residential speculation, increase in house prices, less land available for farming, and higher the
land cost for farmers. A copy of the consultant’s advice is shown in Attachment 4.

Additional Dwelling Units

Currently, the AG1 zone allows additional dwellings for full-time farm workers to be considered
on parcels 8 ha (20 acres) or greater, which comprises 7% of properties within Richmond’s ALR.
An agrologist report is required to demonstrate that additional dwellings for full-time farm
workers are required to enable them to live on site for the farm to operate. Recent building
permit statistics indicate that the City has not received any such proposals since 2010. Given the
concern with house sizes in the ALR, staff propose that any future requests for an additional
house for ALR farm workers would require a rezoning application.

Three-Storey Houses in the ALR

As proposed later in the report, the farm home plate is an effective tool that limits the maximum
area used for residential development on an ALR site. It may be argued that similarly, if houses
in the ALR are limited to a maximum footprint area, regardless of how many storeys, it would
limit the impact of residential development on agricultural lands. While such an approach would
limit the area for residential purposes, managing ALR residential development involves more
than limiting the footprint of residential development.

Currently, the Agriculture (AG1) zone allows a house up to 2.5-storeys (10.5 m) high.
Increasing the allowable height to 3-storey houses may create issues of unacceptable adjacent
site shadowing, as well as a greater massing of the building that would negatively affect its form
and character especially given the high percentage of small agricultural parcels in the City.
Further, as the land economics analysis indicates, larger homes may create financial barriers to
farming in the ALR, as the demand for these properties is driven by residential development.
Considering the above, permitting 3-storey houses in the ALR does not appear to be an
appropriate solution to the issue of large homes in the ALR, given that 2.5 storey homes are
currently allowed.

It is noted that a rezoning application may be considered for proposed houses that exceed the
house size limitation, and wish to increase the height from 2.5 storeys to 3 storeys, on a site
specific basis, which would include appropriate neighbourhood input.

Taxes Related to Farm Classified Sites

The City’s role is to apply taxes based on the assessment value and classification provided by BC
Assessment. Farm classifications are given to properties that are farmed and meet BC Assessment’s
farming requirements.
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The minimum farm income requirements as determined by BC Assessment to classify as a farm are:
e $10,000 on land less than 0.8 hectares (1.98 acres) in area;
e $2,500 on land between 0.8 hectares (1.98 acres) and 4 hectares (10 acres); and

e on land larger than 4 hectares (10 acres), earnings must be $2,500 plus five per cent of the actual
value of any farm land in excess of 4 hectares.

For all parcels in the ALR, property owners receive a 50% school tax exemption from the Province.
For property owners in the ALR that do not farm or lease the parcel for farming purposes, they will
be taxed as Class 01-residential. If owners lease to a farmer, the farmed portion of the property
will be assessed as farmland, which will yield significant tax savings. If the property owner lives
on the property and farms it, the property can get full farm valuation for the land and building. In
this case, the land will be assessed as Class 09-farm and the building will be Class 01-residential but
with a significant reduction in assessed value. Finance staff will be available at the Planning
Committee, Council and Public Hearing meetings.

Farm Vehicle Access

In the ALR, it is necessary to ensure that farm vehicles can access the rear of the property in
order to farm it. Currently, under AG1 Zoning, there is a minimum interior side yard setback
requirement to ensure viable farm access. One interior side yard must have a minimum setback
of 3 m (10.ft.) on lots less than 0.8 ha (2 acres).

To better enhance farm vehicle access to the rear of residential properties, staff propose:

e for lots less than 0.8 ha (2 acres), to increase the current minimum 3 m (10 ft.) side yard
setback, to 4 m (13 ft.); and

o for lots greater than 0.8 ha (2 acres), staff recommend that the current setback of 6 m (20 ft.)
be retained, as it is regarded as adequate for farm vehicles to access farmland.

This approach will better ensure that farm vehicle access can be achieved on such sites.

Options and Draft Bylaws

A Proposed Comprehensive Set of OCP and Zoning Bylaw Amendments
Based on public feedback and analysis, staff have prepared the following comprehensive set of
OCP and Zoning Bylaw amendments, specifically: '

(1) A rezoning approach for any future ALR proposals which exceed Council’s established
house size maximums,

(2) A rezoning approach for any future ALR proposals which involve second or subsequent
houses,

(3) Preserving and enhancing farm vehicle access to the rear of ALR farm residences, by
increasing farm vehicle access widths, for certain ALR sites,

(4) Restricting accessory residential building size to 70 m* (753 ft%),
(5) Introducing a range of farm home plates based on lot size dimensions,
(6) The restriction of ALR house size to 500 m? (5,382 ft%),

(7) Miscellaneous other OCP and zoning amendments.
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For issues 1, 2, 3, 4 and 7, background information and a recommendation is provided below,
and for issues 5 and 6, background information, options and a recommendation are provided
below.

The primary objective of staff’s recommendations is to better manage the size and number of
houses in the ALR, accessory residential buildings and enhance rear farm access, to enable better
agricultural viability.

1. A Rezoning Approach For Any Future ALR Residential Proposals Which Exceed
Council’s Established Farm House Size Maximums

To better implement the approved 2041 OCP, Chapter 7.0 Agriculture and Food, Objective 1
which states: Continue to protect the City’s agricultural land base in the Agricultural Land
Reserve (ALR), the following OCP amendment is proposed.

e limit the size of houses on agriculturally zoned properties, and only consider applications,
through a rezoning application, on a case-by-case basis, to exceed the size limit, if the
applicant clearly provides the following information:

— verification that the site has been actively used for agricultural production for a
significant period of time and that it has generated significant agricultural income,

— verification that the applicant has derived a significant farm income from the site, or
has been farming in Richmond for a significant period of time,

— demonstrates that an increase in house size would benefit farming by accommodating
those who work on the farm full time,

— submission of a detailed report from a Professional Agrologist stating that there is a
need for a larger farm house, to accommodate existing and / or anticipated farm
workers, on the site;

— submission of a detailed farm plan which justifies any proposed on-site infrastructure,
or farm improvements associated with the need for additional farm labour; and

— the provision of a security deposit, to implement any proposed improvements.

To achieve the above, staff recommend that Bylaw No. 9706 be adopted.

2. A rezoning approach for any future ALR proposals which involve second or subsequent
houses,

The AG]1 zone currently allows additional dwelling units for full-time farm workers on
properties larger than 8 ha (20 acres) provided that a certified registered professional with the
BC Institute of Agrologist provides written justification for the additional dwelling unit.
Staff are recommending the current approach to managing additional dwelling units be
revised so that a rezoning application is required for any additional dwelling units.

An OCP amendment is proposed to limit the number of dwelling units to one (1) on
agriculturally zoned parcels, and only consider applications, through a rezoning application,
on a case-by-case basis, to exceed the maximum number of dwelling units, if the property is
8 ha (20 acres) in area or greater, and the applicant provides the following information from a
Professional Agrologist which demonstrates that:
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e full-time farm labour is required to live on the farm; and
e the secondary farmhouse is subordinate to the principal farm dwelling unit.

Note: The maximum house size, farm home plate size and setbacks for a proposed secondary
house would be determined through a site specific rezoning application, which would require
Council approval.

To achieve the above, staff recommend that Bylaw No. 9706 be adopted. The Farm Home
Plate Bylaw options discussed below, remove the current secondary dwelling unit, as an
outright use from the AG1 Zone.

3. Preserving and Enhancing Farm Vehicle Access to the Rear of ALR Farm Properties
by increasing farm vehicle access widths, for certain ALR sites

Staff recommend improving farm vehicle access to the rear of ALR residential sites, to
ensure that they can be farmed. For lots that are:

e less than 0.8 ha (2 acres), staff propose to increase the current minimum 3 m (10 ft.) side
yard setback, to 4 m (13 ft.); and

e greater than 0.8 ha (2 acres), staff recommend that the current setback of 6 m (20 ft.) be
retained, as it is regarded as adequate for farm vehicles to access farmland.

Such an arrangement will ensure that all sites will provide enhanced farm vehicle access to
the back, to facilitate farming.

All Farm Home Plate Bylaw options include this enhanced farm access provision
(Bylaw No. 9707, 9708, 9709).

4. Restricting All ALR Accessory Residential Buildings to 70m* (753ft?)

Currently, the only restriction on the maximum size of an ALR residential accessory building
is that it has to be within the total allowable density (e.g., 0.6 FAR).

Currently, in the urban areas of the City (RS1 zones), the maximum size of an accessory
building or structure is 70 m? (753 ft?). Similarly, staff recommend applying this maximum
to AG zoned sites which would establish a maximum residential accessory building or
structure size of 70 m* (753 ft*), to minimize the impact on farmland while accommodating
residential needs.

In site specific situations, if requested, Council could issue a Development Variance Permit
(DVP), to vary the maximum size of an ALR accessory building, provided that it is within

the maximum density for all residential buildings on the site.

If there is a request to increase the maximum density for all residential buildings, the
property owner would have to submit a rezoning application.

All House Size Bylaws options include this accessory residential building restriction
(Bylaw No. 9710, 9711, 9712, 9716).
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5. Restricting The Range Of Farm Home Plates Based On Lot Size Dimensions

The establishment of a farm home plate would limit residential development to the front of
the property to allow for farming activities on the remainder of the property.

In preparing options for farm home plates, the existing ALC regulation that limits soil
disturbance (e.g., soil imported or exported) on a parcel in the ALR, to a maximum area of
2,000 m? (21,527 ft*), without further approval from Council and the ALC, was considered.

The recommended Zoning Bylaw amendment would include:

¢ adefinition for “farm home plate” which would be defined as the portion of a lot which
includes a principal dwelling unit, additional dwelling unit(s), and any accessory
residential buildings, or accessory structures, including driveways to the dwelling unit(s),
decorative landscaping, artificial ponds not serving farm drainage, irrigation needs or
aquaculture use, and residential sewerage septic tanks and field, in one contiguous area;

¢ amaximum depth for the farm home plate to be 60 m (196 ft.);

e increasing the interior side yard setback, from 3 m (10 ft.), to 4 m (13 ft.), to better
accommodate farm vehicle access, from the road to the farm; and

e removing Section 14.1.4.3 under the Agriculture (AG1) zone which allows additional
dwelling units for full-time workers for a farm operation under certain conditions, as this

will be regulated through a rezoning process and the criteria that would be included in the
OCP.

If requested, it is proposed that Council may issue a Development Variance Permit, if an

applicant justified their farm proposal to:

e increasing the maximum size of the farm home plate;

¢ increase the maximum depth of the farm home plate; or

¢ remove the septic tank and/or field, from the farm home plate area (the size of a septic
field depends on the size and use of the house including the number of bedrooms and
bathrooms, as well as the soil conditions).

The current 50 m (164 ft.) maximum setback for a dwelling unit, which has been in the
City’s Zoning Bylaw since 1994, would remain in the AG1 zone; however, the 60 m (196 ft.)
maximum farm home plate depth would allow accessory buildings or structures to be located
in the rear portion of the farm home plate.

The following three Farm Home Plate Bylaw options are presented:

A.) Farm Home Plate Option 1 — Bylaw No. 9707 (Recommended)
The recommended bylaw establishes a proportionate maximum area of the farm home
plate to be:
a) 50% of the lot area for lots 0 to 0.2 ha (0 to 0.5 ac);
b) 1,000 m* (10,764 %) for lots 0.2 to 1 ha (0.5 to 2.5 ac);
c) 10% of the lot area for lots 1 to 2 ha (2.5 to 5 ac); and
d) 2,000 m* (21,528 ft?) for lots 2 ha (5 ac) or greater.
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This option would reserve the greatest amount of farmland. It would also ensure that, for
lots that are less than 0.2 ha (0.5 acres), a minimum of 50% of the property would be
protected for farming. For larger lots, the minimum amount of property protected for
farming would increase.

B.) Farm Home Plate Option 2 — Bylaw No. 9708

This option establishes a proportionate maximum area of the farm home plate to be:
a) 1,000 m? (10,764 ft*) for lots 0 to 1 ha (0 to 2.5 ac);

b) 10% of the lot area for lots 1 to 2 ha (2.5 to 5 ac); and

¢) 2,000 m? (21,528 ft*) for lots 2 ha (5 ac) or greater.

This option uses a proportionate maximum farm home plate floor area. However, 7%
(94) of the properties in the AG zone that are 0.1 ha (0.25 acres) or less could have the
entire lot used for the farm home plate.

C.) Farm Home Plate Option 3 — Bylaw No. 9709

This option establishes a maximum area of the farm home plate to be 2,000 m”
(21,528ft%) for all lots regardless of size.

This option is based on the Ministry of Agriculture’s Guidelines. However, it does not
take into account Richmond’s smaller lot sizes. If this option were implemented, a
greater number of properties in the AG1 zone could have the entire lot used for the farm
home plate.

Both the Agricultural Advisory Committee and the Richmond Farmers Institute preferred a
maximum farm home plate area to be 4,046 m” (43,560 ft*) or 1 acre. This preference is not
presented in a bylaw option as:

Under existing ALC regulations, the maximum area of soil disturbance on a parcel is
2,000 m* (21,527 ft*) without requiring Council and ALC approval for a non-farm use;
and

41% of the AG1 zoned properties are less than 0.4 ha (1 ac) in area meaning that many of
those properties could have the entire lot used for the farm home plate rather than
reserving it for farming uses if a farm home plate of 4,046 m* (43,560 ft*) or 1 acre was
used.

Attachment 5 provides a summary analysis, including the percentage of farmland retained, of
the three farm home plate bylaw options.

6. Restricting ALR House Size to 500 m” (5,382 ft?)

In preparing the recommended bylaw, staff consulted with the Ministry of Agriculture’s
Guidelines which recommend that residential development be commensurate with residential
development in urban areas such as the City’s “Single Detached (RS1/A-H, J-K)” zone.

To ensure that density calculations are the same as the urban areas of Richmond, the
following is included in the recommended bylaw:
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e density would be calculated as 0.55 Floor Area Ratio (FAR) applied to a maximum of
464.5 m* (5,000 ft*) of the lot area, with 0.30 FAR applied to the balance of the lot area
in excess of 464.5 m”> (5,000 ft);

e floor area exemptions would be provided for porch area (10% of floor area), 1 accessory
building (10m?), and a staircase/entry (10 m®) area; and

e amaximum size of an accessory building of 70 m* (753 ft*).

If requested, Council could issue a Development Variance Permit, to vary the maximum size
of an accessory building provided they are within the maximum floor area limit for all
residential buildings.

If there is a request to increase the maximum limit for all residential buildings, the property
owner would have to submit a rezoning application.

A.) House Size Option 1 — Bylaw No. 9712 (Recommended)
This option would use the RS1 zone FAR density provisions up to a maximum of 500 m?
(5,382 ft*) for all residential buildings including the garage.

This option is based on the Ministry of Agriculture’s Guidelines. Staff recommend this
approach as it balances allowing a reasonable sized house while minimizing the impact
on farmland.

In order to achieve the maximum floor area in this option, the minimum size of the
property would have to be 1,279 m* (13,773 ft*). Smaller sites would have a maximum
house size smaller than 500 m? (5,382 ft*) and would be based on the FAR provisions.

B.) House Size Option 2 — Bylaw No. 9710
This option is based on the average house size permitted in all urban lots contained in the
RS1 Zone. A review of current house sizes in Richmond show that the average house
sizes in the RS1 zones is 303 m* (3,261 ft%). This option would use the RS1 zone FAR
density provisions up to a maximum of 303 m* (3,261 ft*) for all residential buildings.

With the 50 m* (538 %) floor area exemption for a garage, the total maximum floor area
would be 353 m* (3,800 ft%).

This option would be commensurate with the house size permitted in the City’s urban
areas.

In order to achieve the maximum floor area in this option, the minimum size of the
property would have to be 623 m* (6,703 ft*). Smaller sites would have a maximum
house size smaller than 303 m” (3,261 ft*) and would be based on the FAR provisions.

C.) House Size Option 3 — Bylaw No. 9711
This option is based on the average house size in the RS1E zone which is the most
common single family zone in Richmond. Almost 60% of the City’s single family lots
are zoned RS1/E. This option would use the RS1 zone FAR density provisions up to a
maximum of 339 m* (3,650 ft*) for all residential buildings. With the 50 m* (538 %)
floor area exemption for a garage, the total maximum floor area would be 389 m?
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(4,187 ft*). This option would also be commensurate with the house size permitted the
City’s urban areas.

In order to achieve the maximum floor area in this option, the minimum size of the
property would have to be 743 m? (8,000 ft*). Smaller sites would have a maximum
house size smaller than 339 m” (3,650 ft*) and would be based on the FAR provisions.

D.) House Size Option 4 — Bylaw No. 9716 (AAC’s Preference)

This option would use the RS1 zone FAR density provisions up to a maximum of
1,114m* (12,000 ft*) for all residential buildings.

This option is preferred by the Agricultural Advisory Committee. The Richmond
Farmers Institute supported a maximum floor area of 1,000 m” (10,763 ft*).

In order to achieve the maximum floor area in this option, the minimum size of the
property would have to be 3,326 m” (35,833 ft*). Smaller sites would have a maximum
house size smaller than 1,114 m* (12,000 ft*) and would be based on the FAR provisions.

Flexibility
- In addition to the four options listed above, Council has the ability to choose another house
size limitation which could be incorporated in the Zoning Bylaw amendment.

7. Miscellaneous Other OCP and zoning amendments

Upon adoption of a bylaw limiting house size in the AG1 zone, staff recommend that Council
direct staft to prepare the necessary Zoning Bylaw amendments to implement similar density
limits in all other zones that permit single family development in the ALR. This would
largely include the RS1/F and RS1/G zoned properties on Fedoruk Road, Kartner Road and
along Westminster Highway. .

Consultation

Staff have reviewed the proposed 2041 OCP amendment bylaw with respect to the Local
Government Act and the City’s OCP Bylaw Preparation Consultation Policy No. 5043
requirements and recommend that it be referred to the Provincial Agricultural Land Commission
for comment, as the proposals affect ALR land.

Table 1 clarifies this recommendation. ALC referral comments will be requested prior to the
public hearing date. Public notification for the public hearing will be provided as per the Local
Government Act.
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ATTACHMENT 2

Richmond Agricultural Advisory Committee March 11, 2017

Memo to Richmond City Council Re: Proposed Farmland Housing Regulations

The farmers of the AAC are strongly opposed to the regulation alternatives proposed by the City. We
feel it is important that we come up with a “made in Richmond” solution that respects the core nature

of our community, that is —a community with a legacy and historic fabric consisting of a well-integrated

blend of urban and rural residents. That being said, in respect of the City’s objective to implement some
form of regulations that provide reasonable rules with which to administer building applications that
protect and preserve Richmond farmland and farming activities we tender the following

recommendations.

1) Home Size:

a)

Home size should be limited to 1,150 Square Metres. This size is in line with the current
average “approved building permit” applications as specified in the City’s “Open House
Summary Presentation”. The document indicates the current average home size in the
Richmond ALR / AG1 for 2015/2016 is about 1,100 square meters. We feel it would be highly
inappropriate and inconsistent to implement a dramatic reduction in the size of new
construction. Implementing the cap of 1,150 square metres will allow fairness and a degree
of uniformity to the conditions that currently exist as well as stop the trend of increasing
home sizes.

The existing rules have worked well for bona-fide multi-generational farmers, hence we do
not want to implement rules that prevent reasonable options to farmers.

Large homes in Richmond’s ALR do not necessarily discourage use of farmland for farming
purposes. Cooperation between farmers and non-farming residents that have purchased
farmland for the purpose of building a large home often results in the farm back lands being
leased to a bona-fide farmer at a low lease rate. The homeowner benefits in reduced taxes
on the portion of the land that is farmed and the bona-fide farmer benefits from
inexpensive leased farm land on which to farm. in the existing environment it is less likely
for a new farmer to purchase Richmond ALR land at current market rates and have an
economically viable farming operation. Hence, this symbiotic relationship results in
preservation and protection of farmiand.

In the case of a farm property owned by a non-farming resident that achieves farm
classification by way of leasing its land to a bona-fide farmer, residential property tax rates
should be applied to the residential portion of the property and the farm class property tax
rate should be applied to the farmed portion of the property.

2) Home Plate Size:

a. While not in favour of a home plate size restriction we feel the existing building setback
limit of 50 metres is effective in preserving land for farming purposes. Therefore, a
reasonable home plate size formula should be the lessor of:

CNCL - 311



i. 1Acreor

ii. 50 meters x the roadside property width. As an example a property with a 30
metre width x 50 metre setback = a maximum home plate of 1,500 square
metres.

b. It should be noted that 75% of the ALR / AG1 properties are less than 2 hectares and are
narrow in width. We believe the majority of these properties would have a home plate
of less than 1 acre because of the setback limitations.

c. Regardless of size of the home plate, access of farm vehicles from the road to the
farmable portion of the property must be provided in the building site design.

3) Homeplate and House Size of Farm Manager’s residence:

a. For those properties that qualify for a second or third residence there should be a
separate home plate and home size equal to the guidelines set out above. Additional
residences should not be forced into a common home plate with the primary residence
home plate.

4) Seasonal Worker Buildings: should not be included nor affected by these regulations.
5) Setbacks:

a. The existing bylaw calling for a 50 metre setback on homes plus an additional 50 meters
for accessory buildings is adequate, however, it should be amended to increase the
setbacks by the width of any Riparian Management Setbacks that may fall within the

~ building setback. By way of example, if there is a 15 metre Riparian setback required on
a property then the home setback should be adjusted to 65 meters and the accessory
building setback should be adjusted to 115 metres.
6) Septic Tanks / Fields:
a. The septic tank should be included in the home plate but
b. The septic field need not be located in the home plate.

The farmers of the AAC.
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ftz, it would reduce the value of ALR lands, below market, by a small margin because they would become
less attractive, even for farmers.

If the City permitted house sizes significantly larger than 4,200 ft2:

If the City permitted house sizes significantly larger than 4,200 ft2, it would increase the land value above
market rates. If, for example, the maximum was set at twice (2X) the standard size (8,400 ft2), the value
would likely be close to the current excessive ALR land value. Allowing an ALR house size significantly
larger than average would not normalize the currently high ALR land prices.

For clarification, please contact me at 604 250 2992.

Yours truly,
Richard Wozny, Principal
Site Economics Ltd.

Att.1
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Attachment 1

Table 1 - Recent ALR Residential Sales in Richmond

Sold Price per Lot Size Lot Size
. ML #  Status Address List Price Sale Price SqFt List Dalc Sold Datc ~ DOM _ Tot BR Tot Baths Tolal Sizc Acres (SF)
1 V1134800 S 8471 NO 5 ROAD $3,888,000 $3,680,000 S 338 2015-07-14  2015-09-28 76 7 8 10,857 2014 1 22 94961
2 V1132323 5 11951 GRANVILLE AVENUE $4,880,000 $4,280,000 $ 353 2015-07-01  2015-10-10 101 8 8 12,108 2015 Q 05 21,780
3 R2066270 S 9491 FINN ROAD $4,999,800 $4,800,000 $ 419 2016-05-06  2016-05-25 19 7 8 11,443 2014 2 0.6 27878
4 R2076674 S 6780 NO 5 ROAD $5,999,000 $5,380,000 S 304 2016-06-03  2016-03-09 98 14 8 17,672 2015 1 3.0 129112
5 R2066397 S 12133 NO 3 ROAD $26,000,000 $18,500,000 S 1,491  2016-05-06  2017-02-08 278 5 8 12,411 2009 8 181 788523
6 R2133048 A 11111 BIRD ROAD $5,999,999 $5,999,999 $ 594  2017-01-18 63 17 8 10,100 13990 27 09 37244
7 R2138577 A 8880 SIDAWAY ROAD $6,180,000 $6,180,000 $ 461 2017-02-13 37 9 8 13,413 2010 7 2,0 87,120
8 R2139278 A 7120NO.5ROAD $11,880,000 $11,880,000 $ 839 2017-02-15 35 10 8 14,157 2013 4 3.8 163,698
Average $8,728,350 $7,587,500 % 594 12,775 39 168,790

Table 2 - Recent ALR Land Sales in Richmond

1 10551 No, 6 Road Jan-17 $2,897,700 274 119,137 §1,059488  $24.32 AG1
Richmond

2 10260 Westminster Highway Jan-17 $3,150,000 218 94961  $1444,954 §33.17 AGL
Richmond

3  SouthHalf Lot5 & Dec-16 $1,500,000 9.75 424,710 $153,846 3333 AG1
12200 Block, No. 3 Road
Richmond

4 10531 Granville Avenue Dec-16 $5,999,800 439 191,098 $1,367,632  $31.40 AG1
Richmond

5 2280 No. 6 Road Aug-16 $3,700,000 8.61 375,226 $429,533 $9.86 AG1
Richmond

6 13740 Westminster Highway Aug-16 $1,250,000 024 10454 $5208333 §119.57 AG1
Richmond -

7 7560 Steveston Highway Tul-16 $6,530,000 300 130680 $2,176,667  $49.97 AG1
Richmond

8 10180 Granville Avenue Tul-16 $2,480,000 0.28 12,023 $8,985,507  $206.28 AG1
Richmond

9 7120 No.5 Road Tul-16 $5,588,000 374 162,914 $1,494,118  $34.30 AGL
Richmond

10 12751 Blundell Road . Jul-16 $1,711,000 261 113,692 $655556  $15.05 AG1
Richmond :

11 9660 Sidaway Road Jun-16 $3,800,000 10.00 435,600 $380,000 $8.72 AG1
Richmond

12 8720 No.5 Road May-16 $4,580,000 10.62 462,607 $431,262 $9.90 AG1
Richmond

13 12191 Giibert Road May-16 $4,200,000 10.78 469,577 $389,610 $8.94 AG1/CR
Richmond

14 9760 Sidaway Road Apr-16 $1,650,000 10.02 436471 $164671  $3.78 AG1
Richmond

15 8191 No. 6 Road May-16  $1,830,000 0.86 37462 $2,127907  $4885 AG1
Richmond

16 12060 No. 2 Read May-16 $4,800,000 619 269,636 $775444  $17.80 AG1
Richmond

17 6351 No.5 Read May-16  $4,490,000 8.56 3,743 $54.717  $1205 AGI
Richmond

18 8720 No.S Road May-16 $4,580,000 10.62 462,607 $431,262 $9.90 AG1
Richmond

19 13660 Blundell Road May-16  $1,760,000 1.00 43,560 $1,760,000  $40.40 AGI
Richmond

20 10071 Granville Avenue May-16  $1,950,000 0.44 19,036 $4,462,243  $10244 AGL
Richmond
Average 533 232210 $641991 § 15
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* Richmond Bylaw 9706

Richmond Official Community Plan Bylaw No. 9000
Amendment Bylaw 9706
(Limits on Residential Development in Agricultural Zones)

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

1. Richmond Official Community Plan Bylaw 9000, as amended, is further amended at Section
7.1 Protect Farmland and Enhance Its Viability by adding the following text after policy e)
under Objective 1 (Continue to protect the City’s agricultural land base in the Agricultural
Land Reserve (ALR)):

“Residential Development

f) limit the area used for residential development on agriculturally zoned properties. Through
rezoning application, on a case-by-case basis, applications to exceed the dwelling unit size
may be considered if the applicant provides the following to the satisfaction of Council:

o verification that the site has been actively used for agricultural production and the
site has generated legitimate agricultural income (e.g., government tax records), and
this information is supplemented by other government sources (e.g., a government
Farm Number, BC Assessment information, City tax or assessment information);

o demonstration that an increase in the principal farm dwelling unit would benefit
farming by accommodating those who have, will and are actually capable of
working on the farm fulltime, and why they cannot be accommodated on a non-ALR

property;

e submission of a detailed report from a Professional Agrologist stating that there is a
need for a larger farm house, to accommodate existing and/or anticipated farm
workers on the site, and why they cannot be accommodated elsewhere (e.g., in other
existing farm or urban dwelling units);

e submission of a detailed farm plan which justifies any proposed on-site
infrastructure improvements; and

e a security deposit, to address any issues if the applicant fails to meet their
requirements. - :

Council may vary the above rezoning application requirements on a case-by-case basis.

g) limit the number of dwelling units to one (1) on agriculturally zoned properties. Through
rezoning application, on a case-by-case basis, applications to exceed the maximum number
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. Richmond | Bylaw 9707

Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500
Amendment Bylaw 9707
(Farm Home Plate and Setback Regulations in Agriculture Zones)

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

I. Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500, as amended, is further amended at Section 3.4 by adding the
following definitions, in alphabetical order:

“Farm home plate means the portion of a lot including or located between a
principal dwelling unit, additional dwelling unit(s), and any
accessory buildings or accessory structures, including
driveways to dwelling wunit(s), decorative landscaping,
artificial ponds not serving farm drainage, irrigation needs or
aquaculture use, and sewerage septic tanks and field, in one
contiguous area.

Farm home plate setback  means the distance that the rear of a farm home plate may
be set back from a lot line or any other features specified by
this Bylaw.”

2. Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500, as amended, is further amended by deleting subsections
14.1.4.2,14.1.4.3, and 14.1.4.4 (Permitted Density) and replacing them with the following:

“2. The maximum density is one principal dwelling unit per lot.

3. For lots zoned AG4, the maximum floor area ratiois 0.11.”

3. Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500, as amended, is further amended by adding the following as
anew Section 14.1.4A. (Farm Home Plate) after current Section 14.1.4:

“14.1.4A  Farm Home Plate
L. The maximum area of the farm home plate is:
a) 50% of the lot area for lots less than 0.2 ha;
b) 1,000 m? for lots between 0.2 hato 1 ha;
c) 10% of the lot area for lots between 1 ha to 2 ha; and

d) 2,000 m” for lots greater than a 2 ha.”
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Page 2

4. Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500, as amended, is further amended by deleting Section 14.1.6.
(Yards & Setbacks) and replacing it with the following:

“14.1.6

1.

Yards & Setbacks

The maximum farm home plate setback from the front lot line to the rear of the
farm home plate is 60 m.

No portion of a single detached housing building, including any additional
dwelling units, shall be located further than 50.0 m from a constructed public road
abutting the property. On a corner lot or double fronting lot, the 50.0 m setback
from a constructed public road abutting the property shall be determined based on
the location of the permitted access to the single detached housing building or
additional dwelling unit(s).

The minimum yards for single detached housing, including any additional
dwelling units and all accessory buildings or accessory structures to the single
detached housing are:

a) 6.0 m in the front yard,

b) on an interior lot, 1.2 m on one interior side yard and
i) 4.0 m on the other interior side yard for lots less than 0.8 ha; or
ii) 6.0 m on the other interior side yard for lots of 0.8 ha or more;
c) on a corner ldt, 1.2 m on the interior side yard and 4.0 m on the exterior

side yard regardless if the lot is less than 0.8 ha or is 0.8 ha or more; and

d) 10.0 m in the rear yard for single detached housing, including any
additional dwelling units.

All accessory buildings or accessory structures to the single detached housing
shall have a minimum building separation space of 1.2 m.

The minimum yards for all agricultural buildings and structures for:
a) front yard and exterior side yard is:

1) 15.0 m for mushroom barns, livestock barns, poultry brooder houses,
confined livestock areas, fur farming sheds, livestock shelters,
milking facilities, stables and hatcheries; and

i) 7.5 m for all other agricultural buildings and structures.

b) interior side yard and rear yard is:
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Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500
Amendment Bylaw 9708
(Farm Home Plate and Setback Regulations in Agriculture Zones)

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

1. Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500, as amended, is further amended at Section 3.4 by adding the
following definitions in alphabetical order:

“Farm home plate means the portion of a lot including or located between a
principal dwelling unit, additional dwelling unit(s), and any
accessory buildings or accessory structures, including
driveways to dwelling wunit(s), decorative landscaping,
artificial ponds not serving farm drainage, irrigation needs or
aquaculture use, and sewerage septic tanks and field, in one
contiguous area.

Farm home plate setback  means the distance that the rear of a farm home plate may
be set back from a lot line or any other features specified by
this Bylaw.”

2. Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500, as amended, is further amended by deleting subsections
14.1.4.2,14.1.4.3, and 14.1.4.4 (Permitted Density) and replacing them with the following:

“2. The maximum density is one principal dwelling unit per lot.

3. For lots zoned AG4, the maximum floor area ratio is 0.11.”

3. Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500, as amended, is further amended by adding the following as
a new Section 14.1.4A. (Farm Home Plate) after current Section 14.1.4:

“14.1.4A Farm Home Plate

1. The maximum area of the farm home plate is the greater of 10% of the lot area or
1,000 mz, up to a maximum of 2,000 m2.”

4. Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500, as amended, is further amended by deleting Section 14.1.6.
(Yards & Setbacks) and replacing it with the following:

“14.1.6 - Yards & Setbacks
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The maximum farm home plate setback from the front lot line to the rear of the
farm home plate is 60 m.

No portion of a single detached housing building, including any additional
dwelling units, shall be located further than 50.0 m from a constructed public road
abutting the property. On a corner lot or double fronting lot, the 50.0 m setback
from a constructed public road abutting the property shall be determined based on
the location of the permitted access to the single detached housing building or
additional dwelling unit(s).

The minimum yards for single detached housing, including any additional
dwelling units and all accessory buildings or accessory structures to the single
detached housing are:

a) 6.0 m in the front yard;

b) on an interior lot, 1.2 m on one interior side yard and
i) 4.0 m on the other interior side yard for lots less than 0.8 ha; or
ii) 6.0 m on the other interior side yard for lots of 0.8 ha or more;
c) on a corner lot, 1.2 m on the interior side yard and 4.0 m on the exterior

side yard regardless if the lot is less than 0.8 ha or is 0.8 ha or more; and

d) 10.0 m in the rear yard for single detached housing, including any
additional dwelling units.

All accessory buildings or accessory structures to the single detached housing
shall have a minimum building separation space of 1.2 m.

The minimum yards for all agricultural buildings and structures for:
a) front yard and exterior side yard is:

1) 15.0 m for mushroom barns, livestock barns, poultry brooder houses,
confined livestock areas, fur farming sheds, livestock shelters,
milking facilities, stables and hatcheries; and

ii) 7.5 m for all other agricultural buildings and structures.
b) interior side yard and rear yard is:
1) 15.0 m for livestock barns, poultry brooder houses, confined

livestock areas, fur farming shelters, livestock sheds, milking
facilities, stables and hatcheries;

i1) 7.5 m for mushroom barns, apiculture hives, honey houses and
shelters; and
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Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500
Amendment Bylaw 9709

(Farm Home Plate and Setback Regulations in Agriculture Zones)

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

1.

5360255

Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500, as amended, is further amended at Section 3.4 by adding the
following definitions in alphabetical order:

“Farm home plate means the portion of a lot including or located between a
principal dwelling unit, additional dwelling unit(s), and any
accessory buildings or accessory structures, including
driveways to dwelling unit(s), decorative landscaping,
artificial ponds not serving farm drainage, irrigation needs or
aquaculture use, and sewerage septic tanks and field, in one
contiguous area.

Farm home plate setback  means the distance that the rear of a farm home plate may
be set back from a lot line or any other features specified by
this Bylaw.”

Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500, as amended, is further amended by deleting subsections
14.1.4.2,14.1.4.3, and 14.1.4.4 (Permitted Density) and replacing them with the following:

“2. The maximum density is one principal dwelling unit per lot.

3, For lots zoned AG4, the maximum floor area ratio is 0.11.”

Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500, as amended, is further amended by adding the following as
a new Section 14.1.4A. (Farm Home Plate) after current Section 14.1.4:

“14.1.4A Farm Home Plate

1. The maximum area of the farm home plate is 2,000 m*.”

Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500, as amended, is further amended by deleting Section 14.1.6.
(Yards & Setbacks) and replacing it with the following:

“14.1.6 Yards & Setbacks

1. The maximum farm home plate setback from the front lot line to the rear of the
farm home plate is 60 m.
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No portion of a single detached housing building, including any additional
dwelling units, shall be located further than 50.0 m from a constructed public road
abutting the property. On a corner lot or double fronting lot, the 50.0 m setback
from a constructed public road abutting the property shall be determined based on
the location of the permitted access to the single detached housing building or
additional dwelling unit(s).

The minimum yards for single detached housing, including any additional
dwelling units and all accessory buildings or accessory structures to the single
detached housing are:

a) 6.0 m in the front yard;

b) on an interior lot, 1.2 m on one interior side yard and
i) 4.0 m on the other interior side yard for lots less than 0.8 ha; or
1) 6.0 m on the other interior side yard for lots of 0.8 ha or more;
c) on a corner lot, 1.2 m on the interior side yard and 4.0 m on the exterior

side yard regardless if the lot is less than 0.8 ha or is 0.8 ha or more; and

d) 10.0 m in the rear yard for single detached housing, including any
additional dwelling units.

All accessory buildings or accessory structures to the single detached housing
shall have a minimum building separation space of 1.2 m.

The minimum yards for all agricultural buildings and structures for:
a) front yard and exterior side yard is:

1) 15.0 m for mushroom barns, livestock barns, poultry brooder houses,
confined livestock areas, fur farming sheds, livestock shelters,
milking facilities, stables and hatcheries; and

it) 7.5 m for all other agricultural buildings and structures.
b) interior side yard and rear yard is:
i) 15.0 m for livestock barns, poultry brooder houses, confined

livestock areas, fur farming shelters, livestock sheds, milking
facilities, stables and hatcheries;

i) 7.5 m for mushroom barns, apiculture hives, honey houses and
shelters; and

iii) 4.5 m for all other agricultural buildings and structures,

For lots zoned AG4, the minimum setbacks for buildings and structures are:
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Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500
Amendment Bylaw 9710
(House Size Regulations in Agriculture Zones)

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

1. Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500, as amended, is further amended by deleting Section 4.3
(Calculation of Density in Single Detached Housing and Two-Unit Housing Zones) and
replacing it with the following:

“4.3  Calculation of Density in Single Detached Housing, Agriculture and Two-Unit
Housing Zones

43,1 The following items are not included in the calculation of maximum floor area
ratio in all residential zones, agriculture & golf zones and site specific zones that
permit single detached housing and two-unit housing:

a) 10% of the floor area total calculated for the lot in question, which must be
used exclusively for covered areas of the principal building which are
always open on two or more sides and are never enclosed;

b) 50.0m? per lot, or per dwelling unit in the case of two-unit housing, for
accommodating accessory buildings and on-site parking, which cannot be
used for habitable space; and

c) one accessory building which is less than 10.0 m?.

432 Any portion of floor area in a principal building with a ceiling height which
exceeds 5.0 m shall be considered to comprise two floors and shall be measured as
such for the purposes of calculating density in all residential zones, agriculture &
golf zones, and site specific zones that permit single detached housing or two-unit
housing, the following floor area shall be considered to comprise one floor:

a) a maximum of 10 m’® of floor area with a ceiling height which exceeds
5.0m, provided such floor area is exclusively for interior entry and staircase
purposes.” '
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Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500
Amendment Bylaw 9711
(House Size Regulations in Agriculture Zones)

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

L. Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500, as amended, is further amended by deleting Section 4.3
(Calculation of Density in Single Detached Housing and Two-Unit Housing Zones) and
replacing it with the following:

“4,3 . Calculation of Density in Single Detached Housing, Agriculture and Two-Unit
Housing Zones

4.3.1 The following items are not included in the calculation of maximum floor area
ratio in all residential zones, agriculture & golf zones and site specific zones that
permit single detached housing and two-unit housing:

a) 10% of the floor area total calculated for the lot in question, which must be
used exclusively for covered areas of the principal building which are
always open on two or more sides and are never enclosed;

b) 50.0m* per lot, or per dwelling unit in the case of two-unit housing, for
accommodating accessory buildings and on-site parking, which cannot be
used for habitable space; and

c) one accessory building which is less than 10.0 m”.

43.2  Any portion of floor area in a principal building with a ceiling height which
exceeds 5.0 m shall be considered to comprise two floors and shall be measured as
such for the purposes of calculating density in all residential zones, agriculture &
golf zones, and site specific zones that permit single detached housing or two-unit
housing, the following floor area shall be considered to comprise one floor:

a) a maximum of 10 m® of floor area with a ceiling height which exceeds
5.0m, provided such floor area is exclusively for interior entry and staircase
purposes.”
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Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500
Amendment Bylaw 9712
(House Size Regulations in Agriculture Zones)

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

1. Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500, as amended, is further amended by deleting Section 4.3
(Calculation of Density in Single Detached Housing and Two-Unit Housing Zones) and
replacing it with the following:

“4.3  Calculation of Density in Single Detached Housing, Agriculture and Two-Unit
Housing Zones

43.1 The following items are not included in the calculation of maximum floor area
ratio in all residential zones, agriculture & golf zones and site specific zones that
permit single detached housing and two-unit housing;

a) 10% of the floor area total calculated for the lot in question, which must be
used exclusively for covered areas of the principal building which are
always open on two or more sides and are never enclosed; and

c) one accessory building which is less than 10.0 m”.

43.2 Any portion of floor area in a principal building with a ceiling height which
exceeds 5.0 m shall be considered to comprise two floors and shall be measured as
such for the purposes of calculating density in all residential zones, agriculture &
golf zones, and site specific zones that permit single detached housing or two-unit
housing, the following floor area shall be considered to comprise one floor:

a) a maximum of 10 m? of floor area with a ceiling height which exceeds
5.0m, provided such floor area is exclusively for interior entry and staircase
purposes.

43.3 The following item is not included in the calculation of maximum floor area ratio
in all residential zones, and site specific zones that permit single detached housing
and two-unit housing:

a) 50.0m* per lot, or per dwelling unit in the case of two-unit housing, for
accommodating accessory buildings and on-site parking, which cannot be
used for habitable space”
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Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500
Amendment Bylaw 9716
(House Size Regulations in Agriculture Zones)

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

I. Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500, as amended, is further amended by deleting Section 4.3
(Calculation of Density in Single Detached Housing and Two-Unit Housing Zones) and
replacing it with the following: '

“4,3 . Calculation of Density in Single Detached Housing, Agriculture and Two-Unit
Housing Zones

4.3.1 The following items are not included in the calculation of maximum floor area
ratio in all residential zones, agriculture & golf zones and site specific zones that
permit single detached housing and two-unit housing:

a) 10% of the floor area total calculated for the lot in question, which must be
used exclusively for covered areas of the principal building which are
always open on two or more sides and are never enclosed; and

c) = one accessory building which is less than 10.0 m’,

432 Any portion of floor area in a principal building with a ceiling height which
exceeds 5.0 m shall be considered to comprise two floors and shall be measured as
such for the purposes of calculating density in all residential zones, agriculture &
golf zones, and site specific zones that permit single detached housing or two-unit
housing, the following floor area shall be considered to comprise one floor:

a) a maximum of 10 m® of floor area with a ceiling height which exceeds
5.0m, provided such floor area is exclusively for interior entry and staircase

purposes,

4.3.3 The following item is not included in the calculation of maximum floor area ratio
in all residential zones, and site specific zones that permit single detached housing
and two-unit housing:

a) 50.0m* per lot, or per dwelling unit in the case of two-unit housing, for

accommodating accessory buildings and on-site parking, which cannot be
used for habitable space”
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City Of | Memorandum

Planning and Development Division

w Richmond Policy Planning

To: Mayor and Councillors Date: April 21, 2017

From: Wayne Craig File:  08-4057-10/2017-Voi 01
Director, Development

Terry Crowe
Manager, Policy Planning

Re: Requested Planning Committee Revisions to OCP Amendment Bylaw No. 9706
and Zoning Amendment Bylaw No. 9712

Purpose:
The purpose of this memorandum is to present Planning Committee’s April 19, 2017, requested
revisions to proposed OCP Amendment Bylaw No. 9706 and Zoning Amendment Bylaw No. 9712.

Details: :

Planning Committee requested that OCP Amendment Bylaw No. 9706 be revised, to provide greater
flexibility (e.g., recognizing cultural and inter-generational reasons), when considering rezoning
applications, for a home that exceeds the maximum permitted house size (Attachment 1).

Planning Committee requested that Zoning Amendment Bylaw No. 9712 be revised, to establish a
maximum house size of:

e 500 m* (5,382 ft%), for lots less than 0.2 ha (0.5 acres); and

e 1,000 m* (10,742 ft*), for lots 0.2 ha (0.5 acres) or greater (Attachment 2).

For convenience, for each attached proposed revised Bylaw, staff have included a version which
shows the tracked changes (Attachments 3 and 4).

Related Zoning Bylaw Adjustments:

The staff report considered at the April 19, 2017 Planning Committee meeting indicated that, upon
the adoption of a bylaw limiting the maximum house size in the AG1 zone, staff be directed to
prepare the necessary Zoning Bylaw amendments, to implement similar density limits in all other
zones that permit single family dwellings in the Agricultural Land Reserve (ALR). For convenience,
staff have taken the liberty of preparing this Bylaw (Attachment 5). Should Council wish to establish
consistent house size limitations for all single detached dwelling units in the ALR, staff recommend
that Council grant First reading to Zoning Amendment Bylaw No. 9717, which would place similar
maximum house size limitation on ALR lots in the RS1/F and RS1/G zones.

e~
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Staff will be available to explain these changes at the April 24, 2017 Council meeting.

For clarification, please contact either of the undersioned.

rector, 2, Manager,
)4-247-4625) rolcy rianning (604-276-4139)

T1Crrg
Att. 5
pe:  Joe Erceg, MCIP, General Manager, Planning and Development

Attachment 1 — Revised OCP Amendment Bylaw No. 9706

Attachment 2 — Revised Zoning Amendment Bylaw No. 9712

Attachment 3 —Tracked Changes to Revised OCP Amendment Bylaw No. 9706
Attachment 4 — Tracked Changes to Revised Zoning Amendment Bylaw No. 9712
Attachment 5 — Zoning Amendment Bylaw No. 9717
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Revised OCP Amendment Bylaw No. 9706
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# Richmond Bylaw 9706

Richmond Official Community Plan Bylaw No. 9000
Amendment Bylaw 9706
(Limits on Residential Development in Agricultural Zones)

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

1. Richmond Official Community Plan Bylaw 9000, as amended, is further amended at Section
7.1 Protect Farmland and Enhance Its Viability by adding the following text after policy e)
under Objective 1 Continue to protect the City’s agricultural land base in-the Agricultural
Land Reserve (ALR):

“Residential Development

f) limit the area used for residential development on properties in the Agricultural Land
Reserve. The following policies are to be regarded as guidelines which may be applied by
Council, in a flexible manner, individually or together, on a case-by-case basis, when
considering rezoning applications, to increase house size in the City’s agricultural areas:

e the need to accommodate a variety of a cultural and inter-generational family needs
and farm situations;

e verification that the site has been or can be used for agricultural production;

e verification that the applicant has been farming in Richmond or elsewhere, for a
significant period of time, or if they are a new farmer, they can demonstrate that they
are, or will be, capable of farming;

e demonstration that there is a need for a larger farm house, to accommodate existing
and / or anticipated workers on the site, through the submission of a detailed report
from a Professional Agrologist indicating such, or through other information;

e submission of a farm plan which is acceptable to Council that may include justifying
any proposed on-site infrastructure, or farm improvements including providing
financial security to ensure that the approved farm plan is implemented;

g) limit the number of dwelling units to one (1) on agriculturally zoned properties. Through a
rezoning application, on a case-by-case basis, consider applications which propose to exceed

the maximum number of dwelling units if:

e the property is 8 ha (20 acres) in area or greéter; and
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Bylaw 9706 Page 2
e if the applicant provides a report, satisfactory to Council, from a Professional
Agrologist, which demonstrates that:
- full-time farm workers are required to live on the farm; and
- the secondary farmhouse is subordinate to the principal farm dwelling unit.”

2. This Bylaw may be cited as “Richmond Official Community Plan Bylaw No. 9000,
Amendment Bylaw 9706”.

CITY OF

FIRST READING » RICHMOND

ﬁ.‘fs_

PUBLIC HEARING

SECOND READING

THIRD READING

ADOPTED

MAYOR CORPORATE OFFICER
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% Richmond Bylaw 9712

Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500
Amendment Bylaw 9712
(House Size Regulations in Agriculture Zones)

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

1. Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500, as amended, is further amended by deleting Section 4.3
(Calculation of Density in Single Detached Housing and Two-Unit Housing Zones) and
replacing it with the following:

“4.3  Calculation of Density in Single Detached Housing, Agriculture and Two-Unit
Housing Zones

43.1 The following items are not included in the calculation of maximum floor area
ratio in all residential zones, agriculture & golf zones and site specific zones that
permit single detached housing and two-unit housing:

a) 10% of the floor area total calculated for the lot in question, which must be
used exclusively for covered areas of the principal building which are
always open on two or more sides and are never enclosed; and

c) one accessory building which is less than 10.0 m”.

4.3.2 Any portion of floor area in a principal building with a ceiling height which
exceeds 5.0 m shall be considered to comprise two floors and shall be measured as
such for the purposes of calculating density in all residential zones, agriculture &
golf zones, and site specific zones that permit single detached housing or two-unit
housing, the following floor area shall be considered to comprise one floor:

a) a maximum of 10 m*® of floor area with a ceiling height which exceeds
5.0m, provided such floor area is exclusively for interior entry and staircase
purposes.

4.3.3 The following item is not included in the calculation of maximum floor area ratio
in all residential zones, and site specific zones that permit single detached housing
and two-unit housing:

a) 50.0m” per lot, or per dwelling unit in the case of two-unit housing, for

accommodating accessory buildings and on-site parking, which cannot be
used for habitable space.”
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2. Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500, as amended, is further amended by deleting Section 14.1.4.1
and replacing it with the following:

“1. a) The maximum floor area ratio for all buildings and structures is 0.60,
except where greenhouses are located on the lot, in which case the maximum
floor area ratio is 0,75, of which at least 0.70 floor area ratio must be used
for greenhouses.

b) The maximum floor area for a principal dwelling unit and all accessory
buildings or accessory structures to the principal dwelling unit is the
lesser of:

L the floor area ratio of 0.55 applied to a maximum of 464.5 m” of the
lot area, together with 0.30 applied to the balance of the lot area in
excess of 464.5 m*; or

II. if the lot area is:
i.  lessthan 0.2 hectares, 500 m?; or

ii. 0.2 hectares or greater, 1,000 m?.

c) The maximum size for each residential accessory building or accessory
structure is 70m~.”

3. This Bylaw may be cited as “Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500, Amendment Bylaw 97127,

FIRST READING RICAMOND

APPROVED

PUBLIC HEARING

SECOND READING

THIRD READING

ADOPTED

MAYOR CORPORATE OFFICER
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Tracked Changes to Revised OCP Amendment Bylaw No. 9706
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ATTACHMENT 4

Tracked Changes to Revised Zoning Amendment Bylaw No. 9712
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Tracked Changes to Bylaw 9712

Richmond Bylaw 9712

Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500
Amendment Bylaw 9712
(House Size Regulations in Agriculture Zones)

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

1. Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500, as amended, is further amended by deleting Section 4.3
(Calculation of Density in Single Detached Housing and Two-Unit Housing Zones) and
replacing it with the following:

“4,3 Calculation of Density in Single Detached Housing, Agriculture and Two-Unit
Housing Zones

431 The following items are not included in the calculation of maximum floor area
ratio in all residential zones, agriculture & golf zones and site specific zones that
permit single detached housing and two-unit housing:

a) 10% of the floor area total calculated for the lot in question, which must be
used exclusively for covered areas of the principal building which are
always open on two or more sides and are never enclosed; and

c) one accessory building which is less than 10.0 m”.

4.3.2 Any portion of floor area in a principal building with a ceiling height which
exceeds 5.0 m shall be considered to comprise two floors and shall be measured as
such for the purposes of calculating density in all residential zones, agriculture &
golf zones, and site specific zones that permit single detached housing or two-unit
housing, the following floor area shall be considered to comprise one floor:

a) a maximum of 10 m? of floor area with a ceiling height which exceeds
5.0m, provided such floor area is exclusively for interior entry and staircase
purposes.

433 The following item is not included in the calculation of maximum floor area ratio
in all residential zones, and site specific zones that permit single detached housing
and two-unit housing:

a) 50.0m” per lot, or per dwelling unit in the case of two-unit housing, for
accommodating accessorv huildings and on-site parking, which cannot be
used for habitable spac

5376194
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ATTACHMENT 5

Zoning Amendment (ALR RS1/F - G Zones) Bylaw No. 9717
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ichmond Bylaw 9717

Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500
Amendment Bylaw 9717
(House Size Regulations in Residential Zones in the
Agricultural Land Reserve)

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

1. Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500, as amended, is further amended by deleting Section 8.1.4.2
and replacing it with the following:

“2. For single detached housing zoned RS1/A-E, H, J-K, the maximum floor area
ratio is 0.55 applied to a maximum of 464.5 m? of the lot area, together with 0.30
applied to the balance of the lot area in excess of 464.5 m”.

2A. Notwithstanding Section 8.1.4.2 above, for single detached housing zoned RS1/F-
G located in the Agricultural Land Reserve, the maximum floor area is the lesser

of:

a) the floor area ratio of 0.55 applied to a maximum of 464.5 m? of the lot
area, together with 0.30 applied to the balance of the lot area in excess of
464.5m"; or

b) if the lot area is:
i) less than 0.2 hectares, 500m2; or
2 %

i1) 0.2 hectares or greater, 1,000m”.

2. This Bylaw may be cited as “Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500, Amendment Bylaw 9717”.

FIRST READING

PUBLIC HEARING

SECOND READING

THIRD READING

ADOPTED

MAYOR CORPORATE OFFICER
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Bylaw 9291

Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500
Amendment Bylaw 9291 (RZ 14-674043)
718_0 Railway Avenue

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 Bylaw 8500, is amended by repealing the existing zoning designation of the
following area and by designating it “COACH HOUSES (RCH1)”.

P.LD. 005-874-360

Lot 213 Section 13 Block 4 North Range 7 West New Westminster District Plan 40948

2. This Bylaw may be cited as “Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500, Amendment Bylaw 9291,

FIRST READING

A PUBLIC HEARING WAS HELD ON
SECOND READING

THIRD READING

OTHER REQUIREMENTS SATISFIED

ADOPTED

MAYOR

4740724
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% Richmond | Bylaw 9114

Richmond Official Community Plan Bylaws 7100 and 9000

Amendment Bylaw 9114 (RZ 12-610630)

5320, 5340 and 5360 Granville Avenue and 7260 Lynnwood Drive

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

1.

4517644

Richmond Official Community Plan Bylaw 9000, Attachment 1 to Schedule 1 (City of
Richmond 2041 OCP Land Use Map) thereof is amended by:

a)

b)

)

Repealing the existing land use designation for the following area.

P.LD. 012-165-115
East Half Lot “F” Section 13 Block 4 North Range 7 West New Westminster District
Plan 1343

P.LD. 016-167-368
Lot “A” Section 13 Block 4 North Range 7 West New Westminster District Plan 85867

P.L.D. 009-606-424
Lot “G” Except: Firstly: West 75 Feet Secondly: Part on Reference Plan 12056, Section
13 Block 4 North Range 7 West New Westminster District Plan 1343

P.LD. 016-167-376
Lot “B” Section 13 Block 4 North Range 7 West New Westminster District Plan 85867

For that area shown cross-hatched on “Schedule A attached to and forming part of
Bylaw 9114, designating it “Neighbourhood Residential”.

For that area shown cross-hatched on “Schedule B attached to and forming part of
Bylaw 91147, designating it “Park”.

Richmond Official Community Plan Bylaw 7100, Schedule 2.5A (Blundell Area
Laurelwood Sub-Area Plan) is amended by:

a)

Repealing the existing land use designation in the Land Use Map thereof for the
following area.

P.LD. 012-165-115
East Half Lot “F” Section 13 Block 4 North Range 7 West New Westminster District
Plan 1343

P.LD. 016-167-368
Lot “A” Section 13 Block 4 North Range 7 West New Westminster District Plan 85867

P.ID. 009-606-424
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b)

d)

Lot “G” Except: Firstly: West 75 Feet Secondly: Part on Reference Plan 12056, Section
13 Block 4 North Range 7 West New Westminster District Plan 1343

P.ID. 016-167-376
Lot “B” Section 13 Block 4 North Range 7 West New Westminster District Plan 85867

For that area shown cross-hatched on “Schedule A attached to and forming part of
Bylaw 9114”, designating it “Residential (Townhouses)”.

For that area shown cross-hatched on “Schedule B attached to and forming part of
Bylaw 9114”, designating it “Public Open Space”.

Making related minor map and text amendments to ensure consistency with the
Schedule 2.5A of Official Community Plan Bylaw 7100 (Blundell Area Laurelwood
Sub-Area Plan) and Richmond Official Community Plan Bylaw 9000, Attachment 1 to
Schedule 1 (City of Richmond 2041 OCP Land Use Map).

MAYOR - , CORPORATE OFFICER
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3. This Bylaw may be cited as “Richmond Official Community Plan Bylaws 7100 and
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City of

242, Richmond Bylaw 9115

Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500
Amendment Bylaw 9115 (RZ 12-610630)

5320, 5340 and 5360 Granville Avenue and 7260 Lynnwood Drive

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

1.

4517645

The Zoning Map of the City of Richmond, which accofnpanies and forms part of Richmond
Zoning Bylaw 8500, is amended by:

a)

Repealing the existing zoning designation of the following area.

- PLD. 012-165-115

b)

East Half Lot “F” Section 13 Block 4 North Range 7 West New Westminster District
Plan 1343

P.1D. 016-167-368
Lot “A” Section 13 Block 4 North Range 7 West New Westminster District Plan 85867

P.1.D. 009-606-424
Lot “G” Except: Firstly: West 75 Feet Secondly: Part on Reference Plan 12056, Section
13 Block 4 North Range 7 West New Westminster District Plan 1343

P.ID. 016-167-376
Lot “B” Section 13 Block 4 North Range 7 West New Westminster District Plan 85867

For that area shown cross-hatched on “Schedule A attached to and forming part of
Bylaw 91157, designating it “MEDIUM DENSITY TOWNHOUSES (RTM3)”.

For that area shown cross-hatched on “Schedule B attached to and forming part of
Bylaw 91157, designating it “SCHOOL & INSTITUTIONAL USE (SI)”.
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2. This Bylaw may be cited as “Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500, Amendment Bylaw 9115”.
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84 Richmond Bylaw 9230

Richmond Official Community Plan Bylaws 7100 and 9000

Amendment Bylaw 9230 (RZ 12-610630)
5300 Granville Avenue

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

1.

4523682

Richmond Official Community Plan Bylaw 9000, Attachment 1 to Schedule 1 (City of
Richmond 2041 OCP Land Use Map) thereof is amended by:

a)

b)

¢)

Repealing the existing land use designation for the following area:

P.I.D. 012-165-140
West Half Lot “F” Section 13 Block 4 North Range 7 West New Westminster District
Plan 1343

For that area shown cross-hatched on “Schedule A attached to and forming part of
Bylaw 92307, designating it “Neighbourhood Residential”.

For that area shown cross-hatched on “Schedule B attached to and forming part of
Bylaw 92307, designating it “Park”.

Richmond Official Community Plan Bylaw 7100, Schedule 2.5A (Blundell Area
Laurelwood Sub-Area Plan) is amended by:

a)

b)

Repealing the existing land use designation in the Land Use Map thereof for the
following area.

P.ID. 012-165-140
West Half Lot “F” Section 13 Block 4 North Range 7 West New Westminster District
Plan 1343

For that area shown cross-hatched on “Schedule A attached to and forming part of
Bylaw 92307, designating it “Residential (Townhouses)”.

For that area shown cross-hatched on “Schedule B attached to and forming part of
Bylaw 92307, designating it “Public Open Space”.
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3. This Bylaw may be cited as “Richmond Official Community Plan Bylaws 7100 and
9000, Amendment Bylaw 9230”.
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Ny ﬁ, City of
84 Richmond Bylaw 9642

Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500
Amendment Bylaw 9642 (RZ 16-737179)
8360/8380 Sierpina Place

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 Bylaw 8500, is amended by repealing the existing zoning designation of the
following area and by designating it “SINGLE DETACHED (RS2/B)”.

P.LD. 004-504-241 _ _
Lot 409 Section 28 Block 4 North Range 6 West New Westminster District Plan 45807

2. This Bylaw may be cited as “Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500, Amendment Bylaw 96427,

APPROVED

CITY OF
RICHMOND

=

APPROVED
by Director
or Solicitor

FIRST READING » NOV 2 8 2016
A PUBLIC HEARING WASHELDON DEC 1 9 2016
SECOND READING DEC 19 2016
THIRD READING - DEC 19 2016
OTHER CONDITIONS SATISFIED APR 19 2007
ADOPTED |
MAYOR CORPORATE OFFICER
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Richmond Minutes

Development Permit Panel
Wednesday, April 12, 2017

Time: 3:30 p.m.

Place: Council Chambers
Richmond City Hall

Present: Joe Erceg, Chair

Cathryn Volkering-Carlile, General Manager, Community Services
Robert Gonzalez, General Manager, Engineering and Public Works

The meeting was called to order at 3:33 p.m.

Minutes

It was moved and seconded
That the minutes of the meeting of the Development Permit Panel held on March 29,
2017, be adopted.

CARRIED

1. Development Permit 16-735007
(REDMS No. 5313132 v. 3)

APPLICANT: Alex Sartori
PROPERTY LOCATION: 6020 No. 4 Road

INTENT OF PERMIT:

Permit the construction of a Single-Family Residential Dwelling at 6020 No. 4 Road on a
site zoned “Agriculture (AG1)” zone and designated as an Environmentally Sensitive
Area (ESA). '

Applicant’s Comments

Rosa Salcido, Vivid Green Architecture, Inc., provided background information on the
proposed development, noting that the size of the house, building footprint, and number of
bedrooms have been reduced in response to staff comments.
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Development Permit Panel
Wednesday, April 12, 2017

5370029

Ms. Salcido further noted that (i) the proposed development meets and even exceeds
minimum setback requirements, (ii) the house will be located at the western portion of the
site to minimize impacts to the Environmentally Sensitive Area (ESA), (iii) the house will
have five bedrooms with own bathrooms on the second floor, one bedroom on the ground
floor, and a secondary suite with two bedrooms, and (iv) the area adjacent to No. 4 Road
will be screened with a row of trees.

Alex Sartori, Sartori Environmental Services, reviewed the key findings of the
“Biologist’s Environmental Assessment” conducted in the subject site, noting that the
ESA has been delineated and redefined.

Mr. Sartori further noted that the environmental assessment recommends that (i) the
redefined ESA be enhanced and maintained in perpetuity, (ii) protective fencing be
installed around the redefined ESA, (iii) invasive plant species be removed, (iii) native
species be planted to enhance the ESA, and (iv) the ESA be irrigated to sustain the long-
term maintenance and growth of the proposed plantings.

In response to queries from the Panel regarding the size and design of the proposed single
detached dwelling which would occupy a significant portion of the ESA, Ms. Salcido
commented that (i) the proposed lot coverage is less than the bylaw requirement, (ii) the
site lay-out has been compressed to minimize impacts to the ESA, (iii) relocating the
driveway entrance further to the south resulted in longer internal drive aisles, (iv) the L-
shaped lay-out of the house provides easy access to the bedrooms from the corridor, (v)
the port cochere provides weather protection for residents accessing the main entry to the
house, and (vi) the original floor area has been reduced, resulting in the removal of two
bedrooms and a portion of the common area.

Chloe Lee, Bouthouse Design Group, Inc., briefed the Panel on the main landscaping
features for the proposed development, noting that (i) native species trees, shrubs and
ground covers will be planted to enhance the ESA, (ii) a water feature is proposed at the
southeast corner of the house, (iii) a wood deck over the septic field and seating area will
be installed, and (iv) permeable pavers are proposed for the internal drive aisles and
pedestrian walkway to the front entrance.

In response to a query from the Panel, Ms. Lee advised that native species of trees, shrubs,
and ground covers will provide a more natural habitat for wildlife in the redefined ESA at
the eastern portion of the site.

Panel Discussion

Discussion ensued regarding the data provided by the applicant on the total area of ESA
retained and it was noted that it was not consistent with the data indicated in the staff
report.

CNCL - 372



Development Permit Panel
. Wednesday, April 12, 2017

5370029

Staff Comments

Wayne Craig, Director, Development, advised that the Arborist’s Report and Biologist’s
Report identified the environmental assets in the subject site and their recommendations
focused on protecting, preserving and enhancing the most valuable environmental assets.

Mr. Craig further noted that as a condition for the issuance of development permit for the
subject property, there will be a legal agreement to ensure that the ESA will be retained,
enhanced and maintained in perpetuity.

Gallery Comments

Sam Burlo, 10220 Westminster Highway, inquired about the current building permit fee
for the proposed development and questioned the subject property’s designation as an
Environmentally Sensitive Area (ESA), noting that soil quality in the subject property
does not warrant such designation. Therefore, Mr. Burlo suggested that the subject
property could be reclassified. '

Also, Mr. Burlo inquired about the elevation of the subject property and commented that
the significant grade difference between the adjacent road and the subject property causes
drainage problems in the area and adversely impacts the environment.

In closing, Mr. Burlo spoke of the unsuitability of including birch trees for the proposed
landscaping and ESA enhancement of the subject property, noting that they are invasive
species and have a short life span. He therefore suggested that birch trees could be
replaced with cherry trees which are more durable.

In response to the query of Mr. Burlo regarding the building permit fee for the propdséd
development, the Chair stated that building permit is outside the purview of the Panel and
noted that there is a development permit process in place for lands designated as ESAs.

In response to the query of Mr. Burlo regarding the elevation of the subject property, Mr.
Craig advised that (i) the City’s Flood Plain Bylaw requires that the minimum habitable
elevation for the subject site is 2.9 meters GSC, and (ii) the proposed ground floor
elevation of the single detached home to be constructed ranges from 3.4 meters to 3.6
meters GSC.

In response to the concern regarding the proposed planting of birch trees on the subject
site, Ms. Lee stated that the choice of birch trees is consistent with City guidelines for
environmental protection of ESAs; however, she acknowledged that she is willing to
replace them with a different tree species.

Helmut Kramer, 6140 No. 4 Road, stated that he is a long-time resident in the area and
expressed concern regarding the (i) the significant paved area in the adjacent property to
the north of the subject site, (ii) the size of the proposed single-family home in the subject
site, and (iii) the significant amount of proposed paving on the subject site which would
negatively impact the community feel of the neighbourhood.

In response to a query from the Panel, Mr. Craig confirmed that the existing development
to the north of the subject site is zoned “Agriculture (AG1)” which allows the construction
of single detached housing.
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Gerhard Meuter, 6130 No. 4 Road, commented that he is not in favour of the proposed
development and was of the opinion that the proposed single-detached dwelling, with five
bedrooms with own bathrooms, appears like a hotel, and (ii) a significant increase in site
grading in the subject property will result in flooding of neighbouring properties during
winter.

In response to the concern of Mr. Meuter, Mr. Sartori commented that the applicant will
look into the proposed development’s potential impacts to neighbouring properties’
drainage and report the findings to the Panel.

Correspondence

None.

Panel Discussion

Discussion ensued on (i) the size and design of the proposed development, (ii) the
extensive encroachment of the development into the ESA, and (iii) the rationale for the
proposed location of the septic field in the eastern portion of the ESA which has more
ecological values. '

The Panel also noted that (i) information provided by staff and the applicant on the extent
of the proposed development’s impacts to the ESA needs to be reviewed and reconciled,
(i1) concerns regarding the proposed development’s impacts to neighbouring properties
should be investigated and addressed, and (iii) the correlation between the proposed
landscaping scheme and enhancement of the ESA needs to be explained by the applicant.

As aresult of the discussion, the following referral motion was introduced:

Panel Decision

It was moved and seconded

That Development Permit application 16-735007 be referred back to staff for further
discussions with the applicant to:

1. consider redesigning the proposed development to minimize its encroachment into
the ESA;

2. investigate and address potential impacts of the proposed development to
neighbouring properties’ drainage;

3. review and reconcile data provided by staff and the applicant regarding the extent
of the proposed development’s impacts to the ESA;

clarify the rationale for the proposed location of the septic field; and

bt

JSurther explain how the proposed landscaping would enhance the redefined ESA
and mitigate the development’s impacts to the ESA.

CARRIED
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2. Date of Next Meeting: April 26, 2017
3. Adjournment
It was moved and seconded
That the meeting be adjourned at 4:20 p.m.
CARRIED
Certified a true and correct copy of the
Minutes of the meeting of the
Development Permit Panel of the Council
of the City of Richmond held on
Wednesday, April 12,2017,
Joe Erceg Rustico Agawin
Chair Auxiliary Committee Clerk

5370029
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City of

. Report to Council
# Richmond P

To: Richmond City Council | Date: April 19, 2017

From: Joe Erceg File:  01-0100-20-DPER1-
Chair, Development Permit Panel 01/2017-Vol 01
Re: Development Permit Panel Meetings Held on April 13, 2016, April 27, 2016 and

February 15, 2017

Staff Recommendation
1. That the recommendation of the Panel to authorize the issuance of:

a. A Development Permit (DP 15-697654) for the property at 8191 Alexandra Road;
and '

b. ‘A Development Permit (DP 16-743848) for the property at 6622 and 6688 Pearson
Way;

be endorsed, and the Permits so issued.

) £

AN /% éfé/"/
/" Joe Erceg
Chair, Developmient Permit Panel
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Panel Report

The Development Permit Panel considered the following items at its meetings held on April 13,
2016, April 27, 2016 and February 15, 2017. :

DP 15-697654 — CANADA HAOTIAN INVESTMENT LTD. — 8191 ALEXANDRA ROAD
(April 13, 2016 and April 27, 2016)

The Panel considered a Development Permit application to permit the construction of a two-
storey commercial building on a site zoned “Auto-Oriented Commercial (CA)”. A variance is
included in the proposal for a reduced west interior side yard.

The application was considered by the Panel at both the meetings held on April 13, 2016 and
April 27, 2016. -

At the Panel meeting held on April 13, 2016, Patrick Xu Yang, of Pacific West Architecture, and |
Landscape Architect Lu Xu , LUXU Studio, provided a brief presentation, noting that:

e A covered barrier-free sidewalk along the entry driveway will be provided between the
parking area and the main entry of the building.

e The enclosed garbage and recycling facility is located at the back of the building and away
from the adjacent residential development to the north.

e A 1.8 meter wood fence and a five foot wide landscaping bed with evergreen hedge and trees
is proposed along the north property line to protect the privacy of the adjacent residential
development.

e Light grey metal panels and two different tones of stucco finishes are used at the back of the
building to add visual interest.

e Sustainability features include (1) areas of permeable pavers, (ii) high Solar Reflectance
Index (SRI) material roof, (iii) daylight sensors, (iv) low-consumption flush fixtures and low-
flow rate faucets, and (v) high performance glazing.

e Pedestrian-friendly permeable pavers are introduced in front of the entry driveway.
* A free standing trellis with vine planting is along the east side of the entrance driveway.

e Red maple, evergreen and deciduous trees will be planted at the parking lot.

In response to Panel queries, Mr. Yang and Ms. Xu confirmed that:

e Proposed bicycle parking at the front of the building will not conflict with the entrance.
e The handicapped parking stall is located adjacent to the loading area.

e The garbage and recycling area is enclosed and covered.

e The loading area will not be used during the operating hours of the restaurant and will not
conflict with the accessible barrier-free walkway.

e The presence of water pipes on the neighbouring building near the west property line of the
subject site necessitated the proposed 0.46 metre setback instead of a zero lot line setback.
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o The proposed variance would result in a few feet of space between the subject building and
the existing adjacent building to the west, the exact distance of the adjacent building to the
west from the west property line of the subject site could not be confirmed.

e The -applicant is willing to discuss with the property owner of the adjacent development to
the west for the installation of a fence between the two buildings.

In response to Panel queries, staff advised that: -

e Tenant signage will be subject to future permits in accordance with the Sign Bylaw.

o The associated Servicing Agreement includes frontage improvements along Alexandra Road.

o Staff will discuss with the applicant appropriate measures to address the narrow gap between
the proposed building and the west property line. '

o There is also a slight gap between the existing building to the west and the west property line
of the subject site and any proposed screening between the two adjacent buildings would
require the cooperation of the property owner of the neighbouring building.

The Panel referred DP 15-697654 back to staff with direction to:

1. investigate the exact distance of the west side of the proposed building in the subject site
from its west property line;

2. examine the existing condition of the adjacent building to the west and its exact distance
from the subject site’s west property line;

3. enable the applicant to hold further discussions with staff and initiate discussion with the
property owner of the adjacent building to the west of the subject site regarding
appropriate treatment to address the narrow gap between the two buildings; and

-4, report back to the April 27, 2016 Development Permit Panel meeting.

At the Panel meeting held on April 27, 2016, staff advised that to address the referral, the
applicant is proposing to add an architectural feature wall at the front and the rear (adjacent to
the garbage enclosure) of the proposed building’s west side extending to the east side of the
neighbouring building to the west. The narrow gap between the two buildings would remain
accessible for the maintenance of equipment on the east wall of the neighbouring building.

Patrick Yang, of Pacific West Architecture, confirmed that the materials to be used for the
architectural feature wall will be the same materials proposed for the subject building.

In response to Panel queries, Mr. Yang commented that sustainability features of the proposed
development include, among others, (i) the cantilevered roof at the top of the northeast corner of
the building which provides shading to the glazed wall, (ii) use of energy-efficient kitchen
equipment, and (iii) installation of a future heat exchange system for the building.

No correspondence was submitted to the Developinent Permit Panel regarding the application.

The Panel recommends that the Permit be issued.
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DP 16-743848 — OVAL HOLDINGS LTD. - 6622 AND 6688 PEARSON WAY
(February 15, 2017) '

The Panel considered a Development Permit application to permit the construction of a mixed-
use complex that includes two (2) 13-storey and one (1) low rise building with 284 residential
units; including 14 2-storey units with street-oriented patio decks, and 1,562 m (16 813 ft?) of
street fronting commercial space; for a combined total area of approximately 35,793 m’ (385,272
ft?) on a site zoned “High Rise Apartment and Olympic Oval (ZMU4) - Oval Village (City
Centre)”. No variances are included in the proposal.

Architect James Cheng, of James Cheng Architects, and Landscape Architect Christopher
Phillips, of PFS Studio, provided a brief presentation, noting that:

e A significant improvement to the public realm for the overall project since the rezoning in
2011 is the provision of an on-site publicly accessible open space on the subject site that
connects to the dike.

e A larger public plaza is proposed on the south side facing River Road including public art.

e Proposed street level “internal covered street” provides customer parking and access to
- commercial retail units (CRUs) along River Road. :

e A seven-meter wide Hollybridge Way Greenway is proposed along the west side.
e Building A setback at the corner of Hollybridge Way and Pearson Way increases open space.

e The prdposed arrival/drop off courtyard with water feature on East-West Pearson Way
provides main access to the residential units in Buildings A and B.

o - The central outdoor courtyard in Level 2, divided into active and quiet amenity spacés, isa
visual extension to the indoor amenity spaces surrounding the courtyard which includes the
indoor swimming pool.

In response to Panel queries, Mr. Philipps and Mr. Cheng advised that:
e The proposed species for street trees was recommended by City staff,

e A portion of Building A at the corner of River Road and Hollybridge Way was set back so as
not to interrupt the sidewalk and provide weather protection to pedestrians.

Staff advised that:

e The subject Development Permit application considered the location for a potential public art
piece to ensure the proposed public plaza along River Road was designed accordingly, but
any endorsement of the Development Permit application does not include approval for the
proposed public art piece as public art selection is done through a separate review process.

e The project will contribute signiﬁcantly to the public realm.

o Off-site parking will be provided for the benefit of the ne1ghbour1ng property at 5111
Hollybridge Way.

e 23 Basic Universal Housing Units will be provided.
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e The project will be District Energy Utility ready and will achieve a LEED Silver
equivalency. -

¢ The project is designed to meet the City’s Aircraft Noise standards.

¢ There will be a Servicing Agreement for frontage improvements along the four frontages.

The Panel acknowledged stipport for the project in terms of its form and character; however, it
was noted that it is beyond the jurisdiction of the Panel to approve the proposed public art piece
and its proposed location.

Subsequent to the Panel meeting, the applicant revised the permit drawings to remove reference
to the public art proposal, which is reviewed through a separate process.

No correspondence was submitted to the Development Permit Panel regarding the application.

The Panel recommends that the Permit be issued.
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	Agenda Cover Sheet - Council - April 24, 2017
	#1 (2) - Minutes - Public Hearing - April 18, 2017
	#6 (1) - Minutes - Comm. Safety - April 11, 2017
	#6 (2) - Minutes - GP - April 18, 2017
	#6 (3) - Minutes - Planning - April 19, 2017
	#6 (4) - Minutes - PWT - April 20, 2017
	#7 - 2017-2018 RCMP Annual Performance Plan
	#8 - Annual Property Tax Rates
	Att. 1 - 2016 Average Property Tax
	Bylaw 9695

	#9 - Application - 8511 No. 4 Road
	Att. 1 - Location Map
	Att. 2 - Proposed Subdivision Plan
	Att. 3 - Dev. Application Sheet
	Att. 4 - Ash St. Sub-Area Plan Land Use Map
	Att. 5 - Tree Management Plan
	Att. 6 - Preliminary Landscape Plan
	Att. 7 - Preliminary Conceptual Plans
	Att. 8 - RZ Considerations
	Bylaw 9703

	#10 - Application - 5071 Steveston Highway
	Att. 1 - Location Map
	Att. 2 - Site Survey
	Att. 3 - Dev. Application Data Sheet
	Att. 4 - Steveston Area Plan
	Att. 5 - Map Showing Neighbouring Property Owners Contacted by Applicant
	Att. 6 - Conceptual Dev. Plans
	Att. 7 - Proposed Tree Retention Plan
	Att. 8 - RZ Considerations
	Bylaw 9705

	#11 -  Single & Tandem Axle Vehicle Fleet
	#12 - 2016 Recycling & Solid Waste Management
	Att. 1 - Recycling and Solid Waste Management

	#13 - Post Winter Roads & Paving Program Update
	Att. 1- Roads Requiring Rehabilitation Due to 2016/2017 Winter Weather

	#14 - Application - Anthem Properties Group Ltd.
	Att. A - Location Map
	Att. B - Report to Committee - Mar. 10, 2017
	Att. C - Updated Preliminary Site Plan
	Att. D - Preliminary Secondary Suite Floor Plan
	Att. E - Dev. Application Data Sheet
	Att. F - RZ Considerations
	Bylaw 9687
	Bylaw 9715

	#15 - Agriculturally Zoned Land: Summary of Public Consultation & Proposed Bylaws
	Att. 1 - Survey Results Summary
	Att. 2 - AAC Comments - Mar. 11, 2017
	Att. 3 - Bldg. Permits Statistics
	Att. 4 - Professional Econ. Consultant Advice
	Att. 5 - Zoning Bylaw Amendment Options Summary
	Att. 6 - Summary Analysis 
	Att. 7 - Comparison of House Size Regulations in Metro Vancouver
	Bylaw 9706
	Bylaw 9707
	Bylaw 9708
	Bylaw 9709
	Bylaw 9710
	Bylaw 9711
	Bylaw 9712
	Bylaw 9716

	#15 - Memo. re Agriculture Revised Bylaws
	Bylaw 9706
	Bylaw 9712
	Tracked Changes - Bylaw 9706
	Tracked Changes - Bylaw 9712
	Bylaw 9717

	Bylaw 9291
	Bylaw 9114
	Bylaw 9115
	Bylaw 9230
	Bylaw 9642
	#16 - Minutes - DPP - April 12, 2017
	#16 - Chair's Report



