# Richmond Agenda

City Council

Council Chambers, City Hall
6911 No. 3 Road

Monday, May 28, 2012
7:00 p.m.

CNCL ITEM
Pg. #

MINUTES

1.  Motion to adopt the minutes of the Regular Council Meeting held on
Monday, 14, 2012 (distributed previously).

AGENDA ADDITIONS & DELETIONS

COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE

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

3. 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. 24.)

4. Motion to rise and report.

CNCL -1
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Council Agenda — Monday, May 28, 2012

CNCL
Pg. #

ITEM

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
Commercial Vehicle Traffic - 16000 Blk of River Road

City of Richmond: Response to Genetically Engineered Free BC

Resolution

Agricultural Advisory Committee 2011 Annual Report and 2012 Work

Program

Land use applications for first reading (to be further considered at the

Public Hearing on Monday, June 18, 2012):

= 22560, 22600, & 22620 Gilley Road — Rezone from (RS/1B) to
(ZT11) (Kaiman Enterprises Co. Ltd. — applicant)

= 4820 Garry Street — Rezone from (RS1/E) to (RS2/A) (Amrit
Maharaj — applicant)

= 23591 Westminster Hwy — Rezone from (RS1/F) to (SI) (City of
Richmond - applicant)

= Text Amendments to CCAP: Density Calculation Clarification for
Minor Streets, Lanes, Mews, Parks, and Open Spaces not identified
in Richmond’s DCC Program

= 7431 Francis Road — Rezone from (ASY) to (RS2/E) (Avion Homes
Ltd. — applicant)

= 7840 Bennett Road — Rezone from (RS1/E) to (R12) (Timothy Tse —
applicant)

=  Telecommunications Antennas: Amendments to Zoning Bylaw 8500
and Development Application Fees Bylaw 7984

Electric Vehicle - Community Charging Infrastructure Grant Funding
Opportunity

Recycling & Solid Waste Management - Together We’re Making Change
Happen

Green Cart Pilot Program Results
2012 Flood Protection Grant Program
Permits for City Pump Stations
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Council Agenda — Monday, May 28, 2012

Consent
Agenda
Item

Consent
Agenda
Item

CNCL
Pg. #

CNCL-15

CNCL-21

CNCL-29

CNCL-41

CNCL-51

ITEM

= |CBC/City of Richmond Road Improvement Program - Proposed Projects
for 2012

» Proposed Parking Strategy for Steveston Village

Motion to adopt Items 6 through 23 by general consent.

COMMITTEE MINUTES

That the minutes of:
(1) the Community Safety Committee meeting held on Tuesday, May 15,

2012;

(2) the General Purposes Committee meeting held on Tuesday, May 22,
2012;

(3) the Rlanning Committee meeting held on Wednesday, May 23, 2012;
and

(4) the Public Works & Transporfation Committee meeting held on
Thursday, May 24, 2012;

be received for information.

COMMERCIAL VEHICLE TRAFFIC -16000 BLK OF RIVER ROAD
(File Ref. No.) (REDMS No. 3240955)

See Page CNCL-51 for full report

COMMUNITY SAFETY COMMITTEE RECOMMENDATION

That the proposed control and enforcement measures related to commercial
vehicles on River Road as outlined in the staff report titled Commercial
Vehicle Traffic — 16000 Blk Of River Road (dated April 2, 2012, from the
General Manager, Law & Community Safety), be endorsed.

CNCL -3



Council Agenda — Monday, May 28, 2012

CNCL ITEM
Pg. #
Consent 8. CITY OF RICHMOND: RESPONSE TO GENETICALLY
Agenda ENGINEERED FREE BC RESOLUTION
(File Ref. No. 01-0370-01/2012-V0l01) (REDMS No. 3518727)
CNCL-55 See Page CNCIL-55 for full report

GENERAL PURPOSES COMMITTEE RECOMMENDATION

(1) That the City of Richmond hereby opposes the cultivation of
genetically engineered plants and trees in the City of Richmond, with
the exception of the 3 existing dairy farm GMO corn crops found
prior to this Resolution, and that from this Resolution forward, no
further GM crops, trees, or plants should be grown in the City of
Richmond. This also includes GM fruit trees, all GM plants and
shrubbery, GM vegetables, GM commodity crops and any and all
field tests for medical and experimental GM crops;

(2) That Option 1: Support Consumer Choice/Advocate for Strengthened
Senior Government Management as described in the report titled
“City of Richmond: Response to Genetically Engineered Free BC
Resolution”, dated April 26, 2012, from the Interim Director,
Sustainability and District Energy be endorsed;

(3) That letters be sent on behalf of Council to the Prime Minister, Premier
and leaders of the Federal and Provincial opposition, and copied to
relevant Ministers in the Federal and Provincial governments,
Richmond MPs and MLAs, Metro Vancouver, UBCM, the LMLGA,
and the FCM, advising of these resolutions and requesting
strengthened management of genetically modified plants, including the
introduction of mandatory labelling requirements, more transparent
assessment procedures and enhanced communication with the public;
and

(4) That the City of Richmond agrees to revisit this resolution as
pertinent new information becomes available that affects this

resolution.
Consent 0. AGRICULTURAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE 2011 ANNUAL
Agenda REPORT AND 2012 WORK PROGRAM
(File Ref. No.) (REDMS No. 3517976)

CNCL-67 See Page CNCL -67 for full report

PLANNING COMMITTEE RECOMMENDATION
That the 2012 Agricultural Advisory Committee work program be approved.

CNCL -4
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Consent
Agenda
Item

Consent
Agenda
Item

Consent
Agenda
Item

CNCL
Pg. #

CNCL-75

CNCL-113

CNCL-125

ITEM

10.

11.

12.

APPLICATION BY KAIMAN ENTERPRISES CO. LTD. FOR
REZONING AT 22560, 22600 AND 22620 GILLEY ROAD FROM
SINGLE DETACHED (RS1/B) TO TOWN HOUSING (ZT11) -
HAMILTON

(File Ref. No. 12-8060-20-8750, RZ 06-344606) (REDMS No. 3519618)

See Page CNCI =75 for full report.

PLANNING COMMITTEE RECOMMENDATION

That Bylaw No. 8750, for the rezoning of 22560, 22600 and 22620 Gilley
Road from “Single Detached (RS1/B)” to “Town Housing (ZT11) -
Hamilton™, be referred to the June 18, 2012 Public Hearing.

APPLICATION BY AMRIT MAHARAJ FOR REZONING AT 4820
GARRY STREET FROM SINGLE DETACHED (RS1/E) TO SINGLE
DETACHED (RS2/A)

(File Ref. No. 12-8060-20-8825, RZ 11-582830) (REDMS No0.3374326)

See Page CNCL-113 for full report

PLANNING COMMITTEE RECOMMENDATION

That Bylaw No. 8825, for the rezoning of 4820 Garry Street from “Single
Detached (RS1/E)” to “Single Detached (RS2/A)”, be introduced and given
first reading.

APPLICATION BY CITY OF RICHMOND FOR REZONING AT
23591 WESTMINSTER HWY. FROM SINGLE DETACHED (RS1/F)

TO SCHOOL & INSTITUTIONAL USE (SI)
(File Ref. No. 12-8060-20-8880/8881, RZ 12-601319) (REDMS No. 3482714)

See Page CNCL -125 for full report

PLANNING COMMITTEE RECOMMENDATION

(1) That Bylaw No. 8880 to amend the Official Community Plan Bylaw
No. 7100, by repealing the existing land use designation in Schedule
2.14 (Hamilton Area Plan) for 23591 Westminster Hwy. and by
designating it “Community Facilities”, be introduced and given first
reading;

(2) That Bylaw No. 8880, having been considered in conjunction with:
(a) the City’s Financial Plan and Capital Program;

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

CNCL -5
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Consent
Agenda
Item

CNCL
Pg. #

CNCL-155

ITEM

13.

(3)

(4)

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

That Bylaw No. 8880, having been considered in accordance with
OCP Bylaw Preparation Consultation Policy 5043, is hereby deemed
not to require further consultation; and

That Bylaw No. 8881, for the rezoning of 23591 Westminster Hwy.
from “Single Detached (RS1/F)” to “School & Institutional Use (SI)”
be introduced and given first reading.

CITY CENTRE AREA PLAN (CCAP) TEXT AMENDMENTS:
DENSITY CALCULATION CLARIFICATION FOR MINOR
STREETS, LANES, MEWS, PARKS, AND OPEN SPACES NOT
IDENTIFIED IN RICHMOND’S DEVELOPMENT COST CHARGE

(DCC) PROGRAM
(File Ref. No. 12-8060-20-8888, 08-4045-20-10/2012-Vol 01) (REDMS No. 3517757)

See Page CNCI-151 for full report

PLANNING COMMITTEE RECOMMENDATION

(1)

(2)

©)

That Official Community Plan Amendment Bylaw No. 8888, which
amends Official Community Plan Bylaw No. 7100 by making text
amendments to Schedule 2.10 (City Centre Area Plan) to clarify the
intent of the Plan in respect to lands voluntarily dedicated or
otherwise transferred to the City by developers for use as “minor
streets” (i.e., as designated under the Plan), lanes, mews, parks, and
open spaces not identified in the Development Cost Charge (DCC)
program for land acquisition purposes, and make clear that the City
may, in its discretion on a project-by-project basis, include such lands
in the calculation of “net development site” for the purpose of
determining the maximum permitted floor area, be introduced and
given first reading.

That Bylaw No. 8888, having been considered in conjunction with:
(@) the City’s Financial Plan and Capital Program;

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

That Bylaw No. 8888, having been considered in accordance with
OCP Bylaw Preparation Consultation Policy 5043, is hereby deemed
not to require further consultation.

CNCL -6
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Consent
Agenda
Item

Consent
Agenda
Item

CNCL
Pg. #

CNCL-165

CNCL-181

ITEM

14. APPLICATION BY AVION HOMES LTD. FOR REZONING AT 7431
FRANCIS ROAD FROM ASSEMBLY (ASY) TO SINGLE DETACHED
(RS2/E)

(File Ref. No. 12-8060-20-8900/8901, RZ 11-596457) (REDMS No. 3518170)

15.

=ee Page CNC].-165 for full report

PLANNING COMMITTEE RECOMMENDATION

(1)

(2)

(3)

(4)

That Official Community Plan Amendment Bylaw No. 8900, to
redesignate 7431 Francis Road:

(@ from "Community Institutional™ to **Neighbourhood
Residential™ in Attachment 1 to Schedule 1 of Official
Community Plan Bylaw No. 7100 (Generalized Land Use Map);
and

(b) from ""Community Institutional’ to ""Low-Density Residential'*
in Attachment 2 to Schedule 1 of Official Community Plan
Bylaw No. 7100 (Specific Land Use Map);

be introduced and given first reading;
That Bylaw No. 8900, 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
Liguid Waste Management Plans;

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

That Bylaw No. 8900, having been considered in accordance with
OCP Bylaw Preparation Consultation Policy 5043, is hereby deemed
not to require further consultation; and

That Bylaw No. 8901, for the rezoning of 7431 Francis Road from
""Assembly (ASY)" to "'Single Detached (RS2/E)", be introduced and
given first reading.

APPLICATION BY TIMOTHY TSE FOR REZONING AT 7840
BENNETT ROAD FROM SINGLE DETACHED (RS1/E) TO INFILL
RESIDENTIAL (RI12)

(File Ref. No.: 12-8060-20-8902, RZ 09-496145) (REDMS No. 3496755)

See Page CNCL -181 for full report

PLANNING COMMITTEE RECOMMENDATION

CNCL -7



Council Agenda — Monday, May 28, 2012

Consent
Agenda
Item
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Item

CNCL
Pg. #

CNCL-203

CNCL-211

ITEM

16.

17.

That Bylaw No. 8902, for the rezoning of 7840 Bennett Road from “Single
Detached (RS1/E)” to “Infill Residential (R12)”, be introduced and given
first reading.

TELECOMMUNICATION ANTENNAS: AMENDMENTS TO
ZONING BYLAW 8500 AND DEVELOPMENT APPLICATION FEES
BYLAW 7984

(File Ref. No.: 08-4040-01) (REDMS No. 3522269)

See Page CNCL -203 for full report

PLANNING COMMITTEE RECOMMENDATION

(1) That the proposed “Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500, Amendment
Bylaw No. 8904,” concerning maximum heights for
telecommunications antennas, be introduced and given first reading;
and

(2) That the proposed “Development Applications Fees Bylaw 7984,
Amendment Bylaw 8905, concerning fees for Telecommunications
Antenna Consultation and Siting Protocol applications, be introduced
and given first, second and third readings.

ELECTRIC VEHICLE - COMMUNITY CHARGING

INFRASTRUCTURE GRANT FUNDING OPPORTUNITY
(File Ref. No. 10-6000-01) (REDMS No. 3514789)

See Page CNCL-211 for full report

PUBLIC WORKS & TRANSPORTATION COMMITTEE
RECOMMENDATION

That an application for a community electric vehicle charging plan and
infrastructure grant be submitted to the Fraser Basin Council upon
announcement of the availability of provincial funding for this work.

CNCL -8
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Consent
Agenda
Item

Consent
Agenda
Item

Consent
Agenda
Item

CNCL
Pg. #

CNCL-217

CNCL-279

CNCL-295

ITEM

18.

19.

20.

REPORT 2011: RECYCLING AND SOLID WASTE MANAGEMENT -

TOGETHER WE'RE MAKING CHANGE HAPPEN
(File Ref. No. 10-6370-01) (REDMS No. 3519135 v.3)

See Page CNCL -217 for full report

PUBLIC WORKS & TRANSPORTATION COMMITTEE
RECOMMENDATION

That the “2011 Recycling and Solid Waste Management — Together We're
Making Change Happen” annual report be endorsed and made available to
the community through the City’s website and other communication medium.

GREEN CART PILOT PROGRAM RESULTS
(File Ref. No. 10-6370-10-05) (REDMS No. 3521669 v.3)

See Page CNCI -279 for full report

PUBLIC WORKS & TRANSPORTATION COMMITTEE
RECOMMENDATION

(1) That based on the successful results of the Green Cart Pilot Program,
staff report back on costs and options for an expanded cart-based
collection program for a food scraps and organics recycling program
for all townhome units in conjunction with introduction of a similar
program for residents in single-family homes; and

(2) That the Green Cart Pilot program be continued pending a
determination by Council on actions relating to a permanent food
scraps/organics recycling program for townhomes.

2012 FLOOD PROTECTION GRANT PROGRAM
(File Ref. No. 10-6045-01) (REDMS No. 3513301 v.4)

=ee Page CNCI.-299 for full reporf

PUBLIC WORKS & TRANSPORTATION COMMITTEE
RECOMMENDATION

(1) That the Chief Administrative Officer and General Manager
Engineering and Public Works be authorized to negotiate and execute
the cost share agreements for the Williams Road Drainage Pump
Station and the No. 1 Road North Drainage Pump Station which were
approved for funding by the Province as part of the 2010 Provincial
Flood Protection Program;

CNCL -9
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Consent
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Consent
Agenda
Item

CNCL
Pg. #

CNCL-301

CNCL-307

ITEM

21.

22.

(2) That the following projects be endorsed for submission to the 2012
Provincial Flood Protection Grant Program:

(@) McCallan Drainage Pump Station Upgrade;

(b) No. 2 Road Drainage Pump Station Upgrade;

(c) Dike Upgrade and Raise, McCallan Road to No. 2 Road;

(d) South Dike Seismic Upgrade No. 4 Road to Shell Right of Way;
(e) Dike Upgrade at Nelson Road Drainage Pump Station;

(f)  South Dike Upgrade Erosion Control Rip-Rap Replacement and
Raise, No. 7 Road to £1000 metres west;

(g) Dike Upgrade and Raise from Hollybridge Street to
approximately 50 metres east of Dinsmore Bridge;

(3) That should any of the above submissions be successful, the Chief
Administrative Officer and General Manager Engineering and Public
Works be authorized to negotiate and execute the cost share agreements
with the Province.

PERMITS FOR CITY PUMP STATIONS
(File Ref. No. 10-6340-01) (REDMS No. 3519553)

See Page CNCI -301 for full report

PUBLIC WORKS & TRANSPORTATION COMMITTEE
RECOMMENDATION

That the Chief Administrative Officer and the General Manager,
Engineering and Public Works be authorized to sign Vancouver Fraser
Port Authority (Port Metro Vancouver) Permits in the format shown in
Attachment 1 as needed for the construction and operation of current and
future City pump stations.

ICBC/CITY OF RICHMOND ROAD IMPROVEMENT PROGRAM -

PROPOSED PROJECTS FOR 2012
(File Ref. No. 01-0150-20-ICBC1-01) (REDMS No. 3481661)

See Page CNCL-307 for full report

PUBLIC WORKS & TRANSPORTATION COMMITTEE
RECOMMENDATION

(1) That the list of proposed road safety improvement projects, as
described in the report, be endorsed for submission to the ICBC 2012
Road Improvement Program for consideration of cost sharing
funding; and

CNCL - 10
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CNCL ITEM
Pg. #
(2) That should the above applications be successful, the Chief
Administrative Officer and General Manager, Planning and
Development be authorized to negotiate and execute the cost-share
agreements and the 2012 Capital Plan and 5-Year (2012-2016)
Financial Plan be amended accordingly.
Consent 23. PROPOSED PARKING STRATEGY FOR STEVESTON VILLAGE
Agenda (File Ref. No. 10-6455-01) (REDMS No. 3501979 v.5)
CNCL-311 See Page CNCL-311 for full report

PUBLIC WORKS & TRANSPORTATION COMMITTEE
RECOMMENDATION

(1) That Option 1 to retain free public parking on City-managed parking
spaces in the Steveston Village area, as described in the report, be
endorsed as a trial strategy and that staff report back on its
effectiveness after the trial period in Fall 2012;

(2)  That Council send a letter to the Steveston Harbour Authority (SHA)
and the Steveston Merchants Association expressing its support of the
two parties working together to facilitate employee parking in the
SHA lot on Chatham Street on a temporary basis from June 11 to
September 30, 2012, as generally proposed in Attachment 2;

(3) That staff be directed to negotiate the renewal of the City’s licence of
occupancy for 3771 Bayview Street with the Steveston Harbour
Authority and report back on the outcome of these discussions as
soon as possible;

(4) That, as described in the report, staff be directed to:

(@) develop short- and long-term streetscape visions for Bayview
Street and Chatham Street and report back by the end of 2012;
and

(b) undertake the supplementary improvements to support other
travel modes.

(5) That staff investigate the possibility of accommodating the parking
needs of those that paid into the Steveston Parking Fund and report
back.

CNCL -11
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CNCL
Pg. #

CNCL-327

CNCL-431

ITEM

24,

25.

*hhkhkkhkkhkkhkhkkkikkkikhhkkikhikkikikk

CONSIDERATION OF MATTERS REMOVED FROM THE
CONSENT AGENDA

kkhkhkhkhkhkkhkkhkhkhkiiiiikhkhkhkik

NON-CONSENT AGENDA ITEMS

PLANNING COMMITTEE
Councillor Bill McNulty, Chair

SUPPLEMENTAL REPORT: APPLICATION BY WESTERN MAPLE
LANE HOLDINGS LTD. FOR REZONING AT 9160 NO. 2 ROAD
FROM SINGLE DETACHED (RS1/E) TO MEDIUM DENSITY

TOWNHOUSES (RTM3)
(File Ref. No. 12-8060-20-8769, RZ 10-516267) (REDMS No. 3502618)

See Page CNCL-327 for full report

PLANNING COMMITTEE RECOMMENDATION (ClIr. Au opposed)

(1) That Bylaw No. 8769, for the rezoning of 9160 No. 2 Road from
“Single Detached (RS1/E)” to “Medium Density Townhouses
(RTM3)”, be forwarded to Public Hearing, to be held on Monday,
June 18, 2012; and

(2) That the Public Hearing notification area be expanded from the
standard 50 m radius to include the area shown in Attachment 14 of
the Report to Committee dated June 17, 2011.

PUBLIC DELEGATIONS ON NON-AGENDA ITEMS

Motion to resolve into Committee of the Whole to hear delegations on
non-agenda items.

Marie Fenwick, Executive Director, and Kim Evans, Chair, Gulf of Georgia
Cannery Society, to present the Society’s 2011 Annual Report and 2012
Business Plan.

CNCL - 12
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CNCL ITEM
Pg. #

26. Motion to rise and report.

RATIFICATION OF COMMITTEE ACTION

PUBLIC ANNOUNCEMENTS AND EVENTS

NEW BUSINESS

BYLAWS FOR ADOPTION
CNCL-463 Richmond Zoning Bylaw No. 8500, Amendment Bylaw No, 8759
(7500, 7520, 7540, and 7560, RZ 10-519918)
Opposed at 1% Reading — None.
Opposed at 2"/3" Readings — None.

CNCL-465 Richmond Zoning Bylaw No. 8500, Amendment Bylaw No. 8785
(8540 No. 3 Road, RZ 09-499249)
Opposed at 1% Reading — None.
Opposed at 2"/3" Readings — None.

CNCL - 13
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CNCL ITEM
Pg. #

DEVELOPMENT PERMIT PANEL

27. RECOMMENDATION

See DPP Plan Package (distributed separately) for full plans

CNCL-467 (1) That the Chair’s report for the Development Permit Panel meetings
held on March 28, 2012, and January 25, 2012, be received for
information; and

(2) That the recommendations of the Panel to authorize the issuance of:

(a) a Development Permit (DP 11-585139) for the property at 8399
Jones Road (formerly 7500, 7520, 7540 and 7560 St. Albans
Road); and

(b) a Development Permit (DP 10-545013) for the property at 8540
No. 3 Road;

be endorsed, and the Permits so issued.

ADJOURNMENT

CNCL - 14
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Community Safety Committee
Tuesday, May 15, 2012

(2) Corporal Dustine Rodier, Richmond RCMP, to present on the
Specialized Victim Team

With the aid of a PowerPoint presentation (copy on file, City Clerk’s Office),
Corporal Dustine Rodier, Richmond RCMP, spoke of the detachment’s
Specialized Victim Team (SVT).

In reply to queries from Committee, Cpl. Rodier provided the following
information:

. the SVT works closely with Crown Counsel in an effort to have a high
conviction rate for SVT case files;

. the SVT collaborates with the Criminal Investigation Unit regarding
human trafficking files;

. four RCMP members are part of the SVT: two Corporals and two
Constables;

. the majority of referrals received by the SVT are from the Ministry of
Children and Family Development and the BC Children’s Hospital; and

" when translation is required, the SVT works closely with other RCMP
members who are fluent in the victim’s language.

(3) Introduction of Bob Alexander, BC Ambulance Service

Phyllis Carlyle, General Manager, Law & Community Safety, introduced
Superintendent Bob Alexander, District 5, BC Ambulance Service.

Supt. Alexander provided a brief history of his work with the BC Ambulance
Service.

The Chair advised that the matter of Replica Guns would be discussed as Item
5A.

LAW AND COMMUNITY SAFETY DEPARTMENT

RCMP’S MONTHLY REPORT - FEBRUARY 2012 ACTIVITIES
(File Ref. No. 09-5000-01) (REDMS No. 3490504)

RCMP’S MONTHLY REPORT — MARCH 2012 ACTIVITIES

(File Ref, No, 09-5000-01) (REDMS No, 3502620)

OIC Nesset advised that iPhone thefts continue to be a concern. In reply to
queries from Committee, OIC Nesset advised that (i) the RCMP carryout
targeted patrols for distracted driving; (ii) credit card skimming has tapered
off significantly; and (iii) in order to reduce iPhone thefts, an iPhone needs to
be of no value unless in the hands of the rightful owner.

OIC Nesset advised that the RCMP are informing the public on how these
thefts are occurring in an effort to curb them.

CNCL -16
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Community Safety Committee
Tuesday, May 15, 2012

COMMERCIAL VEHICLE TRAFFIC - 16000 BLK OF RIVER ROAD
(File Ref. No.) (REDMS No. 3240955)

Wayne Mercer, Manager, Community Bylaws, provided background
information.

It was noted that the staff report titled Commercial Vehicle Traffic — 16000 Blk
of River Road be available at an upcoming Planning Committee meeting,
where several applications in this vicinity are anticipated to be presented.

In reply to queries of Committee, Mr. Mercer stated that the condition of the
road is good; however if traffic were to increase significantly, there may be
reason to be concerned with the wear and tear of the road. Also, Mr. Mercer
stated that the installation of cameras, although an option are not
recommended as they provide the public with a false sense of security.

It was moved and seconded

That the proposed control and enforcement measures related to commercial
vehicles on River Road as outlined in the staff report titled Commercial
Vehicle Traffic — 16000 Blk Of River Road (dated April 2, 2012, from the
General Manager, Law & Community Safety), be endorsed,

CARRIED

FIRE CHIEF BRIEFING
(Oral Report)

Designated Speaker: Fire Chief John McGowan
Item for discussion:

Fire Chief McGowan stated that Fire Hall No. 2 participated in Doors Open
Richmond and highlighted that approximately 800 people visited the site. He
spoke of the various activities offered during the open house and noted that
many of the public’s questions were in relation to the building’s numerous
green features.

RCMP/OIC BRIEFING
(Oral Report)

Designated Speaker: Supt. Renny Nesset

Item for discussion:

OIC Nesset provided an update on the City Centre community police station
and advised that a soft opening is anticipated for May 27, 2012. In reply to a
query from Committee, OIC Nesset advised that bike and ATV patrols will be
carried out throughout the summer months.

CNCL -19
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General Purposes Committee
Tuesday, May 22, 2012

Emily Pearson, Richmond Farmer, spoke in opposition to GE products, and
stated that she was speaking on behalf of young farmers. Ms. Pearson spoke
about health and economic viability in connection to GE products, as well as
corporate power of large biotech companies. She advised that every GE seed
being planted has chemicals that are going into the soil and water. With
respect to economic viability, Ms. Pearson expressed concerns that as a
farmer, she has no control over her neighbours’ use of GE crops, which could
cross contaminate her crops. She further noted that GMO patent holders have
the right to come to her farm and check her crops, and if there has been cross
contamination, they have the power to freeze her financial assets.

Michael Wolfe, 9731 Odlin Road, spoke in opposition to GE products, and
made comments about biodiversity, monopolies and mono-culture. He stated
that he found the term “symbolic gesture”, as used in the staff report
offensive. With regard to feedback from AAC and ACE, he expressed his
opinion that both committees are “stacked in one direction”. In conclusion,
Mr. Wolfe spoke about creating sustainable agriculture to ensure that mono-
cultures are avoided.

Wendy McDonnell, Richmond Resident, spoke in opposition to GE products,
and stated that as a result of her academic studies, she had access to up and
coming research on GE products. Ms. McDonnell advised that private
companies are conducting the safety studies on GE products, and provided an
example of a study which concluded that there were no adverse effects from
feeding GE corn to dairy cows, however, the study only tested the milk. She
further advised that independent studies found GE foods to be harmful to
mammals. In conclusion, Ms. McDonnell expressed concerns about the GE
corn crops in Richmond, and stated that she cannot grow corn for her children
due to the risk of cross pollination. Ms. McDonnell provided a document on
GM corn which is on file City Clerk’s Office.

It was moved and seconded

(1)  That Option 1: Support Consumer Choice/Advocate for Strengthened
Senior Government Management as described in the report titled
“City of Richmond: Response to Genetically Engineered Free BC
Resolution”, dated April 26, 2012, from the Interim Director,
Sustainability and District Energy be endorsed; and

(2)  That letters be sent on behalf of Council to the Prime Minister, Premier
and leaders of the Federal and Provincial opposition, and copied to
relevant Ministers in the Federal and Provincial governments,
Richmond MPs and MLAs, and Metro Vancouver requesting
strengthened management of genetically modified plants, including the
introduction of mandatory labelling requirements, more fransparent
assessment procedures and enhanced communication with the public.
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(3)  the following be added as Part (4):

“The City of Richmond agrees to revisit this resolution as
pertinent new information becomes available that affects this
resolution.”

CARRIED

The question on the main motion, as amended, which now reads as:

“(1) That the City of Richmond hereby opposes the cultivation of
genetically engineered plants and trees in the City of Richmond, with
the exception of the 3 existing dairy farm GMO corn crops found
prior to this Resolution, and that from this Resolution forward, no
Surther GM crops, trees, or plants should be grown in the City of
Richmond. This also includes GM fruit trees, all GM plants and
shrubbery, GM vegetables, GM commodity crops and any and all
field tests for medical and experimental GM crops;

(2)  That Option 1: Support Consumer Choice/Advocate for Strengthened
Senior Government Management as described in the report titled
“City of Richmond: Response to Genetically Engineered Free BC
Resolution”, dated April 26, 2012, from the Interim Director,
Sustainability and District Energy be endorsed;

(3)  That letters be sent on behalf of Council to the Prime Minister, Premier
and leaders of the Federal and Provincial opposition, and copied to
relevant Ministers in the Federal and Provincial governments,
Richmond MPs and MLAs, Metro Vancouver, UBCM, the LMLGA,
and the FCM, advising of these resolutions and requesting
strengthened management of genetically modified plants, including the
introduction of mandatory labelling requirements, more transparent
assessment procedures and enhanced communication with the public;
and

(4) That the City of Richmond agrees to revisit this resolution as
pertinent new information becomes available that affects this
resolution,”

was then called, and it was CARRIED.

ADJOURNMENT

It was moved and seconded
That the meeting adjourn (6:06 p.m.).

CARRIED
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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, May

22,2012,
Mayor Malcolm D. Brodie Shanan Dhaliwal
Chair Executive Assistant

City Clerk’s Office
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3536255

It was moved and seconded

That Bylaw No. 8825, for the rezoning of 4820 Garry Street from “Single
Detached (RS1/E)” to “Single Detached (RS2/A)”, be introduced and given
first reading.

CARRIED
Councillor Barnes returned to the meeting at 4:07 p.m.

APPLICATION BY CITY OF RICHMOND FOR REZONING AT
23591 WESTMINSTER HWY. FROM SINGLE DETACHED (RS1/F)
TO SCHOOL & INSTITUTIONAL USE (SI)

(File Ref. No. 12-8060-20-8880/8881, RZ 12-601319) (REDMS No. 3482714)

In response to a query, Mr. Jackson advised that following the design process
an operator for the new daycare facility will be selected.

It was moved and seconded

(1)  That Bylaw No. 8880 to amend the Official Community Plan Bylaw
No. 7100, by repealing the existing land use designation in Schedule
2.14 (Hamilton Area Plan) for 23591 Westminster Hwy. and by
designating it “Community Facilities”, be introduced and given first
reading;

(2)  That Bylaw No. 8880, having been considered in conjunction with:
(a) the City’s Financial Plan and Capital Program;

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

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

(3)  That Bylaw No. 8880, having been considered in accordance with
OCP Bylaw Preparation Consultation Policy 5043, is hereby deemed
not to require further consultation; and

(4)  That Bylaw No. 8881, for the rezoning of 23591 Westminster Hwy.
from “Single Detached (RS1/F)” to “School & Institutional Use (SI)”
be introduced and given first reading.

CARRIED

CITY CENTRE AREA PLAN (CCAP) TEXT AMENDMENTS:
DENSITY CALCULATION CLARIFICATION FOR MINOR
STREETS, LANES, MEWS, PARKS, AND OPEN SPACES NOT
IDENTIFIED IN RICHMOND’S DEVELOPMENT COST CHARGE
(DCC) PROGRAM

(File Ref. No. 12-8060-20-8888, 08-4045-20-10/2012-Vol 01) (REDMS No. 3517757)
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It was moved and seconded

(1) That Official Community Plan Amendment Bylaw No. 8888, which
amends Official Community Plan Bylaw No. 7100 by making text
amendments to Schedule 2.10 (City Centre Area Plan) to clarify the
intent of the Plan in respect to lands voluntarily dedicated or
otherwise transferred to the City by developers for use as “minor
streets” (i.e., as designated under the Plan), lanes, mews, parks, and
open spaces not identified in the Development Cost Charge (DCC)
program for land acquisition purposes, and make clear that the City
may, in its discretion on a project-by-project basis, include such lands
in the calculation of “net development site” for the purpose of

determining the maximum permitted floor area, be introduced and
given first reading.

(2)  That Bylaw No. 8888, having been considered in conjunction with:
(@) the City’s Financial Plan and Capital Program;

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

(3) That Bylaw No. 8888, having been considered in accordance with
OCP Bylaw Preparation Consultation Policy 5043, is hereby deemed
not to require further consultation.

CARRIED

APPLICATION BY AVION HOMES LTD. FOR REZONING AT 7431
FRANCIS ROAD FROM ASSEMBLY (ASY) TO SINGLE DETACHED
(RS2/E)

(File Ref. No. 12-8060-20-8900/8901, RZ 11-596457) (REDMS No. 3518170)

In response to a query regarding secondary suites, Mr. Jackson advised that
the majority of applicants opt to construct a secondary suite, and the minority
submit cash in lieu, thereby increasing the number of secondary suites
available in the City.

It was moved and seconded

(I) That Official Community Plan Amendment Bylaw No. 8900, to
redesignate 7431 Francis Road:

(@) from “Community Institutional” to  “Neighbourhood
Residential” in Attachment 1 to Schedule 1 of Official

Community Plan Bylaw No. 7100 (Generalized Land Use Map);
and

(b) from “Community Institutional” to “Low-Density Residential”
in Attachment 2 to Schedule 1 of Official Community Plan
Bylaw No. 7100 (Specific Land Use Map);

be introduced and given first reading;
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3536255

10.

11.

It was moved and seconded
That Bylaw No. 8908, to amend the “Light Industrial (IL)” zoning district,
be referred back to staff.

CARRIED

TELECOMMUNICATION ANTENNAS: AMENDMENTS TO
ZONING BYLAW 8500 AND DEVELOPMENT APPLICATION FEES
BYLAW 7984

(File Ref. No.: 08-4040-01) (REDMS No. 3522269)

In response to a query, Mr. Jackson advised that the City’s
telecommunications protocol is given to companies who approach the City to
enquire about the telecommunication antenna strategy.

It was moved and seconded

(1) That the proposed “Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500, Amendment
Bylaw  No. 8904,” concerning maximum  heights for
telecommunications antennas, be introduced and given first reading;
and

(2)  That the proposed “Development Applications Fees Bylaw 7984,
Amendment Bylaw 8905,” concerning fees for Telecommunications
Antenna Consultation and Siting Protocol applications, be introduced
and given first, second and third readings.

CARRIED
MANAGER’S REPORT

No Manager’s reports were given.

SUPPLEMENTAL REPORT: APPLICATION BY WESTERN MAPLE
LANE HOLDINGS LTD. FOR REZONING AT 9160 NO. 2 ROAD
FROM SINGLE DETACHED (RSI/E) TO MEDIUM DENSITY
TOWNHOUSES (RTM3)

(File Ref. No. 12-8060-20-8769, RZ 10-516267) (REDMS No. 3502618)

The Chair advised that, at the conclusion of the discussion on the land use
matter at 9160 No. 2 Road, and if at that time Committee’s decision was to
send it to the June 18, 2012 Public Hearing, the item would first go to the
Monday, May 28, 2012 Council meeting. He then called upon Mr. Jackson,
Director of Development, to provide background information on the
application by Western Maple Lane Holdings Ltd.
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Wednesday, May 23, 2012

At the conclusion of the discussion the following motion was introduced:

It was moved and seconded

(1) That Bylaw No. 8769, for the rezoning of 9160 No. 2 Road from
“Single Detached (RSI/E)” to “Medium Density Townhouses
(RTM3)”, be forwarded to Public Hearing, to be held on Monday,
June 18, 2012; and

(2) That the Public Hearing notification area be expanded from the
standard 50 m radius to include the area shown in Attachment 14 of
the Report to Commiittee dated June 17, 2011,

The question on the motion was not called as further discussion ensued
among Committee. A comment was made that Committee had heard
comments from delegates, and at the June 18, 2012 Public Hearing, delegates
would be heard by all Council members. A further comment was made that if
Committee did not forward the application to the Public Hearing, it meant
changing the arterial road policy.

The Chair requested staff to provide: (i) a model of the proposed development
featuring the access/egress driveway and the model would assist Council in
visualizing the height of the proposed townhouse units and how it would look
in relation to Maple Road and No. 2 Road; and (ii) a copy of a map featuring
individual homes in the Maple Road neighbourhood, indicating residents who
are opposed to the proposed development.

The question on the motion was then called and it was CARRIED, with Cllr.
Chak Au OPPOSED.

ADJOURNMENT

It was moved and seconded
That the meeting adjourn (6:01 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 Tuesday, May 23,
2012.

Councillor Bill McNulty Sheila Johnston

Chair

3536255

Committee Clerk
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. it is unlikely that staff would encounter ‘range anxiety’ as staff business
is conducted within the City’s boundaries; also, the Volts are equipped
with backup gasoline tanks, thus have extended driving range;

. one of the City’s electric vehicles has approximately 5000 kilometres
and it is still on its first tank of gas;

. staff anticipate the funding call to be announced by the end of May
2012; and

. once the funding call has been announced, staff will have one month to
submit a grant application.

Peter Mitchell, 6271 Nanika Crescent, member of the City’s Parking
Advisory Committee, commented on the proposed initial community charging
infrastructures points, noting that community centres may not be the most
suitable sites for such infrastructure. He noted that if the City’s goal is to
encourage people to visit Richmond, staff should consider installing this
infrastructure at major shopping centres and rapid transit hubs. He stated that
City Hall is an ideal location for such infrastructure and that such
infrastructure would be better suited in the core of Steveston Village as
oppose to adjacent to the Steveston Community Centre or Garry Point Park.
Mr. Mitchell was of the opinion that such infrastructure would be under
utilized at two of the proposed initial community charging infrastructures
points: Hamilton Community Centre and Thompson Community Centre. He
believed that the No. 3 Road corridor would be a more suitable site for these
points. Also, Mr. Mitchell stated that local drivers of electric vehicles likely
may not use their backup fuel, however the fuel of such vehicles must be used
annually for maintenance reasons.

In reply to queries from the Chair, Ms. Bycraft stated that the proposed initial
community charging infrastructures points are all on City property and as part
of the project planning, staff would examine other areas to install such
infrastructure. The proposed four locations were suggested merely to cover
all the quadrants of the City. She noted that as part of the planning process,
staff would examine how the City would partner with other groups such as
major shopping centres. Also, Ms. Bycraft stated that staff would consult
with the City’s Parking Advisory Committee in relation to this proposal.

In reply to a query from Committee, Joe Erceg, Acting Deputy Chief
Administrative Officer, stated that there are several developments currently
underway that have electric vehicle charging infrastructure.

It was moved and seconded

That an application for a community electric vehicle charging plan and
infrastructure grant be submitted to the Fraser Basin Council upon
announcement of the availability of provincial funding for this work.

CARRIED
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3538559

[t was moved and seconded _

(1)  That based on the successful results of the Green Cart Pilot Program,
staff report back on costs and options for an expanded cart-based
collection program for a food scraps and organics recycling program
Sor all townhome units in conjunction with introduction of a similar
program for residents in single-family homes; and

(2) That the Green Cart Pilot program be continued pending a
determination by Council on actions relating to a permanent food
scraps/organics recycling program for townhomes.

CARRIED

2012 FLOOD PROTECTION GRANT PROGRAM
(File Ref. No. 10-6045-01) (REDMS No. 3513301 v.4)

The Chair thanked staff for organizing a meeting with Dutch representatives
and Delcan staff in relation to information sharing regarding dykes.

Discussion ensued regarding a study on Sturgeon Banks by Sean Boyd,
Science and Technology Branch, Environment Canada. It was noted that a
copy of Mr. Boyd’s report would be forwarded to staff for information.

It was moved and seconded

(1) That the Chief Administrative Officer and General Manager
Engineering and Public Works be authorized to negotiate and execute
the cost share agreements for the Williams Road Drainage Pump
Station and the No. 1 Road North Drainage Pump Station which were

approved for funding by the Province as part of the 2010 Provincial
Flood Protection Program;

(2)  That the following projects be endorsed for submission to the 2012
Provincial Flood Protection Grant Program:

(a) McCallan Drainage Pump Station Upgrade;

(b) No. 2 Road Drainage Pump Station Upgrade;

(¢) Dike Upgrade and Raise, McCallan Road to No. 2 Road;

(d) South Dike Seismic Upgrade No. 4 Road to Shell Right of Way;
(e) Dike Upgrade at Nelson Road Drainage Pump Station;

(f) South Dike Upgrade Erosion Control Rip-Rap Replacement and
Raise, No. 7 Road to £1000 metres west;

(¢) Dike Upgrade and Raise from Hollybridge Street to
approximately 50 metres east of Dinsmore Bridge;

CNCL -44 4,



Public Works & Transportation Committee
Thursday, May 24, 2012

3538559

(3)  That should any of the above submissions be successful, the Chief
Administrative Officer and General Manager Engineering and Public
Works be authorized to negotiate and execute the cost share agreements
with the Province.

CARRIED

PERMITS FOR CITY PUMP STATIONS

(File Ref. No. 10-6340-01) (REDMS No. 3519553)

It was moved and seconded

That the Chief Administrative Officer and the General Manager,
Engineering and Public Works be authorized to sign Vancouver Fraser
Port Authority (Port Metro Vancouver) Permits in the format shown in
Attachment 1 as needed for the construction and operation of current and
future City pump stations.

CARRIED

PLANNING AND DEVELOPMENT DEPARTMENT

ICBC/CITY OF RICHMOND ROAD IMPROVEMENT PROGRAM -

PROPOSED PROJECTS FOR 2012

(File Ref. No. 01-0150-20-ICBC1-01) (REDMS No. 3481661)

It was moved and seconded

(1) That the list of proposed road safety improvement projects, as
described in the report, be endorsed for submission to the ICBC 2012
Road Improvement Program for consideration of cost sharing
Sunding; and

(2) That should the above applications be successful, the Chief
Administrative Officer and General Manager, Planning and
Development be authorized to negotiate and execute the cost-share
agreements and the 2012 Capital Plan and 5-Year (2012-2016)
Financial Plan be amended accordingly.

CARRIED

PROPOSED PARKING STRATEGY FOR STEVESTON VILLAGE
(File Ref. No. 10-6455-01) (REDMS No. 3501979 v.5)

Victor Wei, Director, Transportation, provided background information and
thanked all those involved in the preparation of the proposed parking strategy
for Steveston Village, noting that everyone involved had valuable input.
Also, Mr. Wei advised that he was recently notified that the Steveston

Harbour Authority approved the notion of long-term parking permits for
Steveston Village employees.
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2

3)

)

()

That Council send a letter to the Steveston Harbour Authority (SHA)
and the Steveston Merchants Association expressing its support of the
two parties working together to facilitate employee parking in the
SHA lot on Chatham Street on a temporary basis from June 11 to
September 30, 2012, as generally proposed in Attachment 2;

That staff be directed to negotiate the renewal of the City’s licence of
occupancy for 3771 Bayview Street with the Steveston Harbour
Authority and report back on the outcome of these discussions as
soon as possible;

That, as described in the report, staff be directed to:

(a) develop short- and long-term streetscape visions for Bayview
Street and Chatham Street and report back by the end of 2012;
and

(b) undertake the supplementary improvements to support other
travel modes.

That staff investigate the possibility of accommodating the parking
needs of those that paid into the Steveston Parking Fund and report
back.

CARRIED

MANAGER’S REPORT

Mr. Wei referenced a memorandum dated May 17, 2012 regarding the Road
Network Around the Alexandra Neighbourhood in the West Cambie Area
(copy on file, City Clerk’s Office).

ADJOURNMENT

It was moved and seconded
That the meeting adjourn (5:20 p.m.).

CARRIED
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ATTACHMENT 2

Additional Comments from City’s Agricultural Advisory Committee (AAC) and Advisory
Committee on the Environment (ACE)

City’s Agricultural Advisory Committee(AAC)
Additional comments provided by ACE members’ include the following:

+ the proposed GE free resolution unfairly targets producers and does not address other
sectors which have much higher GE content (e.g., grocery stores, restaurants)

« even if adopted symbolically, the proposed resolution could have the potential to put
agricultural producers out of business.

« education and awareness is supported over prohibition of GE products and concern
was expressed about singling out farmers and/or producers through this approach.

« rather than looking at a negatively worded resolution (i.e. prohibition of GMO
products), a better approach might be for the City to support a resolution that supports
non-GMO product inputs and food

« the proposed GE free resolution, based on limited information and understanding of
the issue and implications, is premature

« there should be agreement to:
« oppose cross contamination between non-GE and GE crops; and
« support improved education through labelling

City’s Advisory Committee on the Environment (ACE)

Additional comments provided by ACE members’ include the following:
» biotechnology is a new science, at the forefront of technology and is growing rapidly

« there have been reports of significant benefits and significant problems associated
with biotechnology

« it is important to move carefully

« as a first step, before regulating GE plants, trees and crops, we need to be more
knowledgeable and informed, and get information out to the community. This
includes gaining a better understanding of the economic implications for Richmond,
both the economic benefits of using GE products and economic impacts to farmers
who are not.

« educational programming should be done with the guidance of experts and should
focus on providing information on all aspects of the issue so that the community is
fully informed of all aspects of the issue
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most cases, townhouse development sites will match the existing elevation of the fronting
street/sidewalk; therefore resulting in minimal differences in grade.

This model of townhouse development in the Lower Westminster Area has developed
adjacent to existing single-family dwellings, City parks and other townhouse developments.
Each development integrates well with surrounding land uses as elevation increases to the
site are kept at a minimum and the site transitions to the public road/sidewalk or
neighbouring development are achieved without the need for retaining walls/terraces or
sloping of grade. In some cases, townhouse developments are next to existing retaining walls
that have been implemented as a result of permanent fill placed on properties to increase
elevation.

Public Correspondence Received Since May 16, 2011 Public Hearing

One piece of correspondence has been received from the property owners of land whose
backyard is adjacent to Gilley Road (north side), which has vehicle access to Fraserbank Place
(refer to Attachment 6). In the emails to City staff, the resident notes concerns about the
following land use issues related to the rezoning proposal:
e Concern about the change in the proposal to enable vehicle access to the development
from Gilley Road.
e Concerns about the existing width of Gilley Road and no sidewalks.
e Lack of parking on Gilley Road when compared to an abundance of parking available in
the Rathburn Drive/Turner Street neighbourhood.

The revised development proposal proposing vehicle access from Gilley Road has been reviewed
and approved by Transportation Division staff. Minor upgrades involving 6.1 m road widening
and provisions for a 1.5 m paved pathway (interim) on the south side of Gilley Road are
proposed along Gilley Road, which also does not involve extensive modification to the existing
watercourses and habitat.

Staff Comments

Policy Planning

The revised 35 unit townhouse development, with vehicle access provided from Gilley Road,
complies with the Hamilton Sub Area Plan (Lower Westminster Area) designation for residential
redevelopment on the subject site.

Transportation
The applicant’s transportation consultant reviewed the establishment of a vehicle access to the

development from Gilley Road in coordination with Transportation Division staff. As a result of
this review, minor upgrades are proposed to Gilley Road, which is supported for use by the
proposed development.

Engineering Planning
A servicing capacity analysis to review City systems has been completed and approved by the

City with no upgrades identified. All works to tie-in to City storm, water and sanitary systems
are required to be done in accordance with the approved capacity analysis. A Servicing
Agreement is required to be completed as a rezoning consideration for the proposed development
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Site Contamination

A site investigation report was undertaken by Golder Associates on September 2, 2010. Based
upon their historical review of the site they concluded that the site is not an area of
environmental concern with regard to the Environmental Management Act. No further
investigation was warranted.

Tree Survey
The tree survey was undertaken as part of the overall site survey. A single tree of bylaw size was

identified on the site under the survey. A review by the City’s Tree Protection Officer indicated
that the species was actually a multi-branching shrub species in very poor condition. A tree
removal permit was not required for its removal and retention would affect site preloading
activity. The landscaping plan for the site indicates approximately 16 trees will be added to the
property.

Frontage Improvements and the Provision of Utility Services

Frontage improvements on Westminster Highway in front of the subject property are the
responsibility of Translink as one of the conditions attached to the rezoning of the Hamilton
Translink Operations and Maintenance Facility at 4111 Boundary Road (RZ 09-484669 adopted
November 8, 2010). Translink representatives have been working closely with City staff on their
Servicing Agreement (SA10-532629) submissions and are aware of their obligations regarding
the daycare frontage works.

Per Translink’s rezoning requirements, the frontage improvements along the daycare site on
Westminster Hwy. will include a 1.8m westbound bike lane and 2.0m paved and delineated
walkway with extruded curb on the road to the western edge of the daycare property. Utility
connections will also be required as part of the Translink Servicing Agreement.

Based upon the submitted capacity analysis undertaken for the daycare project, storm, sanitary
and water analyses were determined not to be required. A 75mm sanitary sewer forcemain is at
the property line and can be connected to via a private pump station by the future contractors
completing the site servicing. Connections for both water and storm sewer will come from the
south side of Westminster Hwy. This design is to be included in the offsite works being done by
Translink.

Staff have worked with Translink to coordinate the timing of the offsite works with the opening
of the proposed child care facility.

Additional fire flow analysis is to be undertaken at the Building Permit stage once the building
design has been confirmed.

Financial Impact or Economic Impact

None.
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Conclusion

Staff are recommending support for the proposed daycare facility at 23591 Westminster Hwy.
The proposed layout meets and exceeds the BC Child Care Licensing requirements and will help
address a need for child care resources in the infant-toddler and pre-school age groups in
Hamilton. The site has been will designed given the constraints of the site shape and the need to
meet the flood construction elevation requirements and has been given general support by the
Advisory Design Panel members.

b L

David Brownlee
Planner 2

DCB:cas

Attachment 1: Location Map

Attachment 2: Conceptual Development Plans

Attachment 3: Development Application Data Sheet

Attachment 4: Draft Minutes Advisory Design Panel April 18, 2012
Attachment 5: GHMA Response to ADP Comments April 27, 2012
Attachment 6: Rezoning Considerations Concurrence
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ATTACHMENT 4

- large verge at the edge of Westminster Highway could be treated to soften the street
and provide buffering from the street; consider a reforestation plan (i.e., planting of
small trees that eventually grow into big ones) to integrate cost-effective planting into
boulevard to assist in screening noise and traffic coming from the highway to the play

area;

° sidewalk location needs to be separated from the street/curb to set better precedent for
the neighbourhood;

® would appreciate if proposals from the Panel could be integrated into the project’s
terms of reference;

. consider providing temporary cover or tent-like structure for outdoor play areas to
provide opportunities for outdoor play during rain;

o consider more playfulness in window pattern, e.g. lower windows for toddlers;

. consider using roof fence/vents or stronger changes in roof lines and forms to break

up the massing of the roof and add playfulness to it;

° consider adding another colour to add more playfulness to the project considering that
it is a daycare facility;

e understand the budget constraints of the project; however, consider improving texture
of the paving coming out into the parking area;

e notwithstanding the budget constraints, the terms of reference should encourage
innovation by the proponents in terms of landscaping, building massing, articulation,
window elements and roof form;

. comments of Panel members may provide interesting solutions to challenges faced by
the project;

. ensure that there is sufficient tree planting in the northern edge of the site to provide
sun shade for children during sunny days;

@ modular structure has successful precedents; ensure that wooden members are sized
to be visually proportional and chunky; should tie-in with landscape elements;

. ensure that there is sufficient buffering if the primary play area is on the highway
side;

B in view of the location of the play area, look at some serious buffering along the edge

of Westminster Highway to address the noise issue; and

- building is raised and there is a fair amount of space underneath; consider the
possibility of a storage area in the crawlspace; could be incorporated under the
building at minimal cost.
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Staff Report
Origin

The purpose of this staff report and bylaw is to propose text amendments to the City Centre Area
Plan (CCAP) for the purpose of:

e Clarifying the intent of the Plan in respect to lands that are voluntarily dedicated or otherwise
transferred to the City (i.e., fee simple lot) by developers for use as “minor streets” (i.e., as
designated under the Plan), lanes, mews, parks, and open spaces, but are not identified in the
Development Cost Charge (DCC) program for land acquisition purposes; and

e Making clear that the City may, in its discretion on a project-by-project basis, include such
lands in the calculation of “net development site” for the purpose of determining the maximum
permitted floor area.

Findings of Fact

The CCAP identifies new parks and roads to be secured as voluntary developer contributions via
Richmond’s development approval processes. In cases where the contributors of these features are
not eligible for financial compensation via the DCC program (i.e., most “minor streets”, lanes,
mews, and some parks are not identified for land acquisition purposes on the DCC program), the
CCAP permits such features to be secured via means that do not reduce the contributing developer’s
buildable floor area. Typically, a statutory right-of-way is used for this purpose, but there is
increasing concern among City staff that this may result in unclear ownership responsibilities (e.g.,
maintenance standards, liability), hardship for private owners (i.e., long-term maintenance of
statutory right-of-way areas), and related development and administrative challenges. The CCAP
permits non-DCC features (i.e., features not identified on the DCC program) to be dedicated or
otherwise transferred to the City (i.e., fee simple lot) without any loss of buildable floor area (i.e., no
reduction in “net development site” area upon which density is calculated), and such means are
easier to administer than statutory right-of-ways. Unfortunately, however, to date the effective use
of the relevant CCAP provisions for this purpose has been hampered by the Plan’s lack of clarity and
transparency.

Related Policies & Studies

CCAP Policy Review

Key CCAP directions requiring consideration include the following:
a) Density is calculated on “net development site” area, which is defined as site area “net of street
and park dedications required to satisfy the intent of Area Plan and other City policies”; and
b) Dedication is not required to satisty the intent of the Plan in respect to:
* Non-DCC park and open space (policy 4.1.m); and
*  Non-DCC “minor streets”, lanes, and mews, provided that securing such features via an
alternate means results in an outcome equal to or better than what could otherwise have
been reasonably achieved under the Plan (policies 4.1.j and 4.1.k).

Based on the above, it is understood that the CCAP does not require the exclusion of non-DCC
parks, open spaces, “minor streets”, lanes, or mews from “net development site” area for the purpose
of calculating buildable floor area, regardless of how such features are secured (i.e., statutory right-
of-way, dedication, or fee simple lot). Furthermore, given that the current Plan allows for density to
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be calculated on non-DCC features, how those features are secured (i.e., statutory right-of-way
versus dedication or fee simple lot) is of no consequence to the City Centre’s projected total
buildable floor area, population, anticipated demand for services/amenities, or related considerations.

Consultation

OCP Bylaw preparation Consultation Policy No. 5043 provides direction with regard to
consultation requirements for an OCP amendment. As the proposed OCP amendment is limited to
text changes clarifying existing CCAP policy and will not increase development nor change
existing land use policy, no consultation is required with the Vancouver International Airport
Authority (VIAA) or School District No. 38 (Richmond). Notice published in Richmond
newspapers and the statutory Public Hearing will provide Richmond residents and interested
parties with an opportunity to comment.

Analysis

Proposed CCAP Text Amendments

To make it clear that the City may, in its discretion on a project-by-project basis, include lands
dedicated or otherwise transferred to the City for use as non-DCC features in the calculation of
“net development site” for the purpose of determining the maximum permitted floor area within
the City Centre, text amendments are proposed to the definition of “net development site” and
implementation strategies in respect to transportation features (policies 4.1.j and 4.1.k) and park
and open space features (4.1.1 and 4.1.m), as shown in Attachment 1 and summarized below:

1. Net Development Site (Definition) — The existing definition is expanded to make clear that
“net development site” can include parks, open spaces, “minor streets”, lanes, or mews
provided that the feature is not identified on the DCC program for land acquisition purposes
and the outcome would be equal to or better than what could otherwise have been reasonably
achieved under the Plan, as determined to the satisfaction of the City and in accordance with
criteria set out in Section 4.0 Implementation and Phasing Strategies of the Plan (as per items
2 and 3 below).

2. Transportation Features (/Implementation Policies 4.1.j & 4.1.k) — Two existing
implementation policies are replaced with one new policy that makes clear, among other
things, that “minor streets”, lanes, and mews may be secured via means that do not reduce “net
development site” area for the purpose of determining the maximum permitted floor area,
provided that this contributes towards:

» Equal or better results in respect to built form and character, level of public amenity,
adjacency considerations, and City goals, objectives, costs, risks, liability, and related
considerations; and

* Enhanced transportation function, specifically including, but not limited to, expanded
network continuity (e.g., the introduction or completion of a “minor street” connecting two
or more existing public streets and constructed to its full functional width as determined to
the satisfaction of the City).

3. Park & Open Space Features (Implementation Policies 4.1.1 &4.1.m) — Information
regarding the DCC program is redundant and is, thus, repealed. In addition, as with the
transportation policies (above), two existing park policies are replaced with one new policy
that makes clear, among other things, that park and open space may be secured via means that
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do not reduce “net development site” area for the purpose of determining the maximum

permitted floor area, provided that this contributes towards:

= Equal or better results in respect to built form and character, level of public amenity,
adjacency considerations, and City goals, objectives, costs, risks, liability, and related
considerations; and

* Enhanced park and open space function and amenity (e.g., equitable distribution and
improved access).

Zoning Considerations

Unlike the CCAP, the Zoning Bylaw determines maximum buildable floor area based on “net site
area” (i.e., excluding all road and park secured as dedications and fee simple lots), even in the case
of non-DCC features. The implementation of the CCAP policies clarified via the subject text
amendments, therefore, requires that the zoning of affected properties are drafted/amended on a
project-by-project basis to permit “gross floor area” (based on site area including non-DCC
features) to be constructed on “net site” area (excluding non-DCC features). The resulting zones
will indicate, on a site-specific basis, that increased density is permitted, provided that the owner
dedicates or otherwise transfers to the City a specified amount of land for (non-DCC) park and/or
road purposes, as determined to the satisfaction of the City. An example of such a Zoning Bylaw
amendment, in respect to the pending rezoning of 7731 and 7771 Alderbridge Way

(Onni, RZ 11-585209, first reading of Council, April 23, 2012) is provided for reference as
Attachment 2.

Financial Impact
None.
Conclusion

The CCAP identifies new non-DCC parks and roads that may be secured without reducing “net
development site” area for the purpose of determining the maximum permitted floor area.
Statutory right-of-ways are typically used for this purpose, but dedication and fee simple lots are
preferable. To facilitate this alternate approach, text amendments are proposed to clarify existing
CCAP policies, and guidance is provided in respect to related project-by-project Zoning Bylaw
requirements.

QWM@ @mw@w :

Suzanne Carter-Huffman
Senior Planner/Urban Design

SPC:cas

Attachment 1: Comparison of Existing & Proposed CCAP Policy
Attachment 2: Example of a Draft Zoning Bylaw (Standard Zone) Amendment (RZ 11-585209)
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Analysis

OCP Amendments

On May 24, 2011, Council passed a resolution to consider redesignation of assembly lands from
Community Institutional to other OCP designations based on the merits of the application,
without the need to retain assembly uses. Staff are to ensure that the proposals are in compliance
with other City’s Policies and Strategies (i.e. Lot Size Policy, Affordable Housing, Flood
Management, etc.), and that typical development elements (i.e., access, parking, layout, tree
protection, etc.) are reviewed and evaluated.

The subject site is located within a predominantly single-family neighbourhood. While the site is
larger than the typical single-family family lots in Richmond, it is considered small for assembly
use. Church groups have considered redeveloping the site for assembly use but they have
encountered serious challenges in site design. Significant reductions in building setbacks and
parking spaces are required to facilitate any institutional development on this site.

Surrounded by existing large lot single-family developments, the proposed low-density
residential land use is appropriate. Redesignation of the subject site to residential use would also
contribute to the affordable housing stock in the City as the future home will contain a secondary
suite.

Single Detached (RS2/E)

While Lot Size Policy 5449 permits the subject site to be rezoned and subdivided as per Single
Detached (RS2/C), the applicant is seeking to rezone the subject site to Single Detached (RS2/E),
a sub-zone of Single Detached (RS) which requires a wider lot width, as well as a larger
minimum lot area, than what is required under the RS2/C zone. Under both RS2/C and RS2/E
zones, there is no subdivision potential for the subject site. The maximum density permitted
under the two (2) sub-zones is also identical. The only differences between the RS2/C and
RS2/E zones are the provisions related to Lot Coverage of Landscaping with Live Plant Material
and the Front Yard Setbacks:

Minimum | Minimum | Lot Coverage of Landscaping | Front Yard

Lot Width | Lot Area with Live Plant Material Setback
RS2/C 13.5m 360m” 25% 9m
RS2/E 18.0m 550m” 30% 6 m

The applicant proposes a 6 m front yard setback to accommodate a three (3) car garage at the
front and a larger private yard at the back. An auto court is proposed at the front of the property
to provide on-site turn around capability. A landscape area within the entire 6 m front yard
setback (except for the driveway connecting Francis Road to the auto court on-site) will also be
provided to enhance the front yard and streetscape.

The provision of a 9 m front yard setback in the RS2/C zone, where the driveway access is on an
arterial road, is to ensure there is adequate space to accommodate a driveway with turn around
capability. Staff have no concerns with the proposed RS2/E zone since the applicant has agreed
to register a restrictive convent to ensure that the driveway will be designed and constructed to
permit a vehicle to turn around on site, in &rﬁoéif gv%backing in or out of the property. The

3518170



CNCL -171



CNCL -172



CNCL -173



CNCL -174



CNCL - 175



CNCL - 176



CNCL -177



CNCL -178



CNCL -179



CNCL - 180



CNCL - 181



CNCL - 182



April 27,2012 -3- RZ 09-496145

Public Input

The applicant has forwarded confirmation that a development sign has been posted on the site.
Staff received an enquiry from the property owner of 7800 Bennett Road, Mr. Bodnar, regarding
frontage and lane improvements. Staff have provided the relevant information by email.

Mr. Bodnar has also expressed his concerns related to parking on the block. Based on comments
from Engineering Works and Transportation, vehicle access is to be from the back lane only.
The existing driveway on Bennett Road will be removed as part of the proposed development,
providing additional street parking on Bennett Road. Three (3) parking stalls will be provided on
each lot, which complies with the zoning requirement.

Staff have not received any telephone calls or written correspondence in opposition to the subject
application.

Staff Comments

Tree Retention and Replacement

A Tree Survey and a Certified Arborist’s report were submitted by the applicant in support of the
application. Four (4) bylaw-sized trees are located on site and all of them are identified as
“moderate” to “good” condition. However, they are all located well within the allowable
building envelope such that successful retention cannot be achieved.

Four (4) bylaw-sized trees are located within the lane dedication area. The Scotch Pine has been
previously topped and exhibits an asymmetrical crown due to excessive pruning. Two (2)
Norway Maple are in very poor condition due to excessive branch die-back and branch removal.
One (1) Norway Maple tree is in good condition but would not survive the required lane
extension and service upgrades through the lane dedication area. All of these four (4) trees are
proposed for removal.

Based on the 2:1 tree replacement ratio goal stated in the Official Community Plan (OCP)

and the size requirements for replacement trees in the Tree Protection Bylaw No. 8057,

16 replacement trees are required. The developer is proposing to plant eight (8) new trees on-site
(Attachment 2) and to provide a voluntary contribution of $4,000 to the City’s Tree
Compensation Fund in-lieu of planting the remaining eight (8) replacement trees.

The applicant has also agreed to protect a 15 cm caliper Honey Locust tree located on the
adjacent property to the west at 7800/7808 Bennett Road. A Tree Retention Plan is attached
(Attachment 5). Tree protection fencing must be installed to City standards prior to demolition
of the existing dwelling on the subject site, and must remain in place until construction and
landscaping on the future lots is completed. As a condition to rezoning, the applicant is required
to submit a proof of contract with a Certified Arborist to monitor all works to be done near or
within the tree protection zone.
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Note:
*  This requires a separate application.

e 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.

[Signed original on file]

Signed Date
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Staff Report
Origin

On February 13, 2012, Council passed the following resolution in regards to the
Telecommunication Antenna Consultation and Siting Protocol:

That:

(1) The proposed Telecommunication Antenna Consultation and Siting Protocol be adopted
as a Council Policy to guide the City's review of telecommunication antenna proposals
and 1o facilitate commenting to telecommunication antenna proponents and Industry
Canada under the Federal Radiocommunication Act as set out in the staff report entitled

“Telecommunication Antenna Consultation and Siting Protocol” dated
January 18, 2012;

(2) Staff be directed to prepare the proposed amendments to Zoning Bylaw 8500 as set out
in the above staff report for future consideration by Council; and

(3) Staff be directed to prepare an amendment to Development Application Fee Bylaw 7984
to include an application fee to cover the cost of processing applications under the
proposed Telecommunication Antenna Consultation and Siting Protocol as set out in the
above staff report for future consideration by Council.

Item 1 adopted the Telecommunication Antenna Consultation and Siting Protocol (Protocol) as
City Policy 5045. The purpose of this Report is to address Items 2 and 3 of the above resolution.

Findings of Fact

Richmond’s Zoning Bylaw 8500 allows for “telecommunications antennas” in all zones as local
governments are not empowered to prohibit telecommunication installations that are permitted and
regulated under Federal jurisdictional powers. However, Section 5.13.7 of Bylaw 8500 does limit
the height of “telecommunication antennas” to that of the maximum height for accessory structures
and setbacks in each given zone.

The Zoning Bylaw’s Agricultural and Industrial zones set a 20 m (66 ft.) maximum height for
non-residential accessory structures. The Residential, Mixed-Use, Commercial and Institutional
zones have a range of 9.0 m (33 ft.) to 12 m (39 ft.) for maximum heights for accessory structures
with the exception of the Entertainment and Athletics (CEA) and School & Institutional Use (SI)
zones that have no maximum heights for accessory structures. The Zoning Bylaw’s Site Specific
zones also set various maximum heights for accessory structures.
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There are a number of best practices and considerations which would be addressed within the

plan:

To provide a greater level of confidence to electric vehicle commuters, the general best
practice of 1 charge point per every 5 km of major road network is suggested.

Locating charging infrastructure at signature sites, high pedestrian traffic areas and at
locations highly visible from major roads is recommended for effective marketing and
charging. Optimizing business locations and park and rides is another consideration.
Key criteria relating to population density, destinations (employment, retail, community
service centres), visibility and range (even distribution, major corridors), etc. are all
issues which will be addressed.

Security issues — including measures to prevent potential wire theft, vandalism, or other
damage to charging infrastructure.

Charging capacity. While the provincial funding grant targets Level 2 charging stations
for communities, the plan would also address whether a fast-charge station (Level 3)
might be appropriate at certain locations, i.e. City Centre, No. 5 Road/Steveston area, etc.
Staff note that while the costs for Level 3 charging stations are notably high at this time,
they are expected to reduce substantially or by as much as one-half. By planning early,
the City can be prepared for any potential Level 3 stations once the price point makes this
a cost-effective installation.

Fees and incentives associated with charging services. There are legal limitations on the
resale of electricity. As such, another category of fee would need to be identified (i.e. a
parking fee) should the City wish to consider cost recovery. Alternatively, no fees could
be applied. The City could also look to provide incentives (i.e. preferred parking). As
part of this, it may be necessary to establish maximum time limits to allow greater access
to the charge points. These issues would all be explored as part of the planning work.
For example, as part of ensuring security of the charging infrastructure, it may involve
collection of a deposit to allow access to the charging unit, which is immediately
refunded once the plug and associated equipment is securely restored.

In addition to the issues identified above, the plan would also include practical installation
guidelines and templates to provide for efficient installation of charging infrastructure. Potential
business and funding models for installation would also be identified.

Information from this planning work could be incorporated into the City’s broader mobility
objectives per the City’s sustainability framework and green fleet management strategy (e.g.,
targets could be set for both civic and community-wide electrical vehicle charging stations).

Regional Infrastructure Charging Network Planning

In addition to the planning work outlined in the previous section, Metro Vancouver has also
canvassed municipal interest in a funding application to undertake regional planning work
including mapping, education, detailed costing and other related planning activities which would

3514789
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CITY OF RICHMOND

TURNING WASTE INTO RESOURCES

FROM WASTE... INTO RESOURCES!

]mmmms L EEoT ‘Nmmﬂm@m——m&s—mm—@m e o
TIN CANS New tin cans, cutlery, appliances and razor blades
NEWSPRINT New newspapers, newspaper inserts, flyers and telephone directories as well as

tissue paper, paper towels, egg cartons, cereal boxes and shoe boxes

GLASS CONTAINERS New glass containers, fiberglass insulation, kitchen tiles, reflective paint and
aggregate for construction projects

CARDBOARD New glass containers, fiberglass insulation,
kitchen tiles, reflective paint and
aggregate for construction projects

PLASTIC CONTAINERS &5 Bottles, clothing and carpet
22y Picnic tables, drainage pipes and oil bottles
£ : Bags, trash cans and paneling
&2 Flower pots and pallets




CNCL - 236



CNCL - 237



CNCL - 238



CNCL - 239



CNCL - 240



CNCL - 241



CNCL - 242



CNCL - 243



CNCL - 244



CNCL - 245



CNCL - 246



CNCL - 247



CNCL - 248



BUILDING

A LASTING

B cy.\eq £
@




CNCL - 250



CNCL - 251



CNCL - 252



BUILDING
PARTNERSHIPS
FOR BETTER




CNCL - 254



CNCL - 255



CNCL - 256



CNCL - 257



CNCL - 258



CNCL - 259



CNCL - 260



LET’S MAKE
RECYCLING A




201 REPORT ® TOWARDS 70% DIVERSION — TOGETHER WE'RE MAKING CHANGE HAPPEN

TIPS AND RESOURCES

In Richmond, we care about our community, and we are
working together to trim our waste. The City works with
residents and community partners to make it easy and
convenient to reuse and recycle at home and on the go.

It's all about making recycling a way of life. This at-a-glance
resource on the various types of recycling programs and
services available through the City of Richmond is a valuable
guide to support being recycling smart in Richmond. The
Tips and Resources include highlights such as how and where
to recycle, what to do with hazardous waste and where

to find additional information. '

Resources also include contact information and locations
for Richmond services and community partners involved in
take-back services through product stewardship programs.
Together these tips and resources help to support maximum
recycling with minimum contamination in the waste

going to the landfill.
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6. Options and Next Steps

The positive results of the pilot program indicate that an expanded food scraps/organics
recycling program for townhomes is an important next step in furthering residential waste
diversion. The measures outlined in Section 5 (above) would help to maximize weekly
participation in the program, as would the program being introduced on a permanent basis.
Expanded programs for food scraps recycling is also important in light of pending disposal bans
being considered by Metro Vancouver (i.e. estimated in 2015).

Options for an expanded food scraps/organics recycling program for townhomes could include:

Option 1 — Mandate via Bylaw: No City Involvement in Service Provision (Residents Contract
Independently) — Under this option, the City would modify existing Solid Waste and Recycling
Bylaw 6803 to require food scraps/organics recycling by residents in townhomes, but would not
play any active role in providing the service. Residents would be required to work with
independent service providers to arrange collection/recycling services.

This option is not recommended. While it gives residents the flexibility to arrange their services
independently, it would require more work and coordination effort on their part to arrange. In
addition, piece-meal servicing among different complexes is expected to be more costly for
residents when compared with one comprehensive City-provided program. Another key draw-
back of this option is that the City would not be able to obtain collection data and statistics for
measuring waste diversion performance.

Option 2 — Expand Food Scraps/Oreanics Recyceling to all Townhomes

There are two difference approaches within this option that could be pursued:

a) Issue a separate tender contract for a comprehensive service agreement to all
townhomes, or

b) Expand the City’s existing waste management services contract (which is
currently targeted to expire December 31, 2014) to include food scraps/organics
recycling to all townhomes.

Staff can investigate and report back on the costs associated with Item b). Staff would not know
costs associated with Item a) until after a tender was issued and evaluated. However, both of
these options are expected to result in costs that may be higher than what could be achieved
through a broader program (see Option 3) due to the lack of ability to achieve maximum
economies of scale. In the case of Item b), there is the challenge of a lack of economies of scale
plus the contract is short-term in nature. The economies of scale are an issue because a collector
is not expected to be able to maximize the use of their collection vehicles due to the number that
would be required to service the total townhome units involved.

Staff recommend reporting back on Option b) as part of considering a further option, i.e. Option
3, which follows.
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Option 3 — Expand Organics Recyeling to all Townhomes in Conjunction with Introducing a
Cart-Based Collection Program for Single-Family Homes

Under this option, a similar cart based collection program could be introduced for residents in
single-family homes, in conjunction with expanding food scraps/organics recycling collection to
all townhomes.

This would require single-family residents to transition from Green Cans to carts. This would
offer several advantages for single-family residents in that they would have a larger cart to use in
place of several Green Cans, would avoid challenges with over-weight containers, would avoid
missed collections in situations where residents forget to ensure the Green Can decal faces the
road, etc. In addition, it would allow for increased ability for a collector to maximize the use of
their collection equipment due to having an increased service base which aligns better with
resource requirements. Staff expect this would translate into the most cost-effective approach.

Staff recommend exploring the cost of this option and reporting back to Council for further
consideration. A cost analysis for Item 2b) would also be included for Council’s consideration.

Financial Impact

Funding in the amount of approximately $200.000 is included in the 2012 Sanitation and
Recycling budget for continuation of the pilot program.

Should Council expand the service on a permanent basis, staff would propose that the costs be
recovered through user charges to those eligible for the service.

Conclusion

Excellent insights and information has been obtained from the food scraps/organics recycling
pilot program for townhomes, undertaken during April — December, 2011. Results indicate that
approximately .14 tonnes per townhome unit per year can be diverted, or over 22% of total
estimated townhome waste generated.

Feedback from residents who participated in the pilot (92% of those responding to the survey)
has been very positive, with 78% reporting their garbage being reduced by 50%-75%. Eighty-
four percent of residents stated they were placing their carts out for collection weekly. In light of
pending disposal bans for food scraps/organics expected in 2015, it is important that the City
look to provide recycling options for these materials. The information obtained from the resident
survey contained very valuable information in terms of cart sizes, preferred methods of
collection, etc., in order to help develop a broader scale program for all townhome residents.

Staff recommend reporting back on costs and options associated with an expanded food scraps/
organics cart-based recycling program for all residents in townhomes in conjunction with an
option to implement cart-based collection for residents in single-family homes. In the interim, it
is recommended that the food scraps/organics service be continued for the 3,184 townhome units
currently participating in the pilot program.
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Response from Active Participants & Non-Participants (Answered "No" to
Question #2)
15. Most Common Barriers That Prevent Residents From Using Their Green Cart

Active Non-
Participants  Participants
e Not enough space to store Green 51% 26%
Cart.
Size of container. 44% 48%
Not sure what goes inot Green Cart. 19% 22%
Do not want to put food scraps in 55% 52%
home.
 Concerned about smell of food scraps 81% 78%
in Green Cart.
* Concerned about rodents or other 60% 78%

wildlife being attracted to Green Cart
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Staff anticipates that if any of the City’s submissions for the 2012 Flood Protection Grant Program
are successful, the cost-share agreements for the approved projects will include similar key terms,
including granting of a release and indemnity by the City in favour of the Province.

Staff recommends authority be given to the Chief Administrative Officer and General Manager
Engineering and Public Works to negotiate and execute the cost share agreements from the Province
for the Williams Road Drainage Pump Station and the No. 1 Road North Drainage Pump Station and
if any of the City’s submissions for the 2012 program are successful, to negotiate and execute the
cost share agreements for those projects.

Financial Impact

There is no funding impact at this time.

Staff will submit the projects identified in this report for Council consideration as part of future
capital programs with the City portion of funding from the Drainage and Dikes Utility and/or
Drainage DCC’s. '

Conclusion

The Provincial and Federal governments have partnered to provide flood protection funding to
communities throughout British Columbia. It is anticipated that there will be a flood protection
funding grant opportunity announcement in the Fall 2012 with funding levels and application
parameters similar to what was required in 2010. Staff have prepared a list of flood protection
related projects and are seeking Council endorsement in accordance with the anticipated program
requirements. Further, stafl are seeking Council authority for the negotiation and execution of cost
share agreements approved pursuant to the two grant programs.

(4

7

Jim V. Young, P. Eng.
Manager, Engineering Design and Construction
(604-247-4610)

JVY:jvy
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April 24,2012 -3- File: 6455-01

Staff Report
Origin

At its July 20, 2011 meeting, the Public Works & Transportation Committee made the following
referral:

That staff investigate and report back on:

(1) the Steveston Harbour Authority’s plans for pay parking on their lots in Steveston;
(2) private pay parking lots in Steveston;

(3) an update on the City’s pay parking policy for Steveston,

(4) City owned lots in Steveston and their potential future uses; and

(5) pay parking on City owned lots in Steveston.

This report responds to the referral and recommends the implementation of several measures to
improve the availability of public parking in the Steveston Village area, especially during busy
months.

Analysis
1. Steveston Harbour Authority Plans for Pay Parking on its Lots

Of the eight existing pay parking lots for use by the public in Steveston Village (Lots 1 to 8 on
Attachment 1), three of these lots (Lots 1, 6 and 7) are owned solely by the Federal Crown
(Department of Fisheries & Oceans ) and administered by the Steveston Harbour Authority
(SHA). The SHA implemented pay parking on these three lots in July-August 2011 with a rate
structure of $2.00 per hour and varying amounts of additional time that can be purchased. The
SHA-administered public parking lot at the south end of 7" Avenue (Lot 12) is currently free but
the SHA has indicated that it may convert this lot to pay public parking in the future.

The SHA has indicated that it would consider designating a portion of Lot 6 (i.e., gravel lot on
Chatham Street) for monthly permit parking and/or leasing part of the lot to TransLink for an
off-street bus exchange. Staff have informed TransLink of this latter suggestion and have
offered to facilitate a meeting with the SHA. The SHA has cautioned that as it derives parking
revenue from film crews that occasionally use the lot, any film crews displaced by these potential
uses would need to be accommodated in other private lots or on public streets.

The City did hold an annual licence of occupancy with the SHA for the use of its lot at 3771
Bayview Street (Lot 11) for free off-street public parking. This licence expired in December
2011 and the City currently retains use of the lot on a month-to-month basis at a cost of $560 per
month. In February 2012, the SHA advised the City of its interest in converting the lot to pay
public parking. The SHA has agreed to defer action on this issue to May 31, 2012 pending
Council consideration of this report. Staff recommend that the City seek to renew its licence of
occupancy for Lot 11 with the SHA with the intent of retaining the lot as free public parking at a
cost similar to the existing terms. Staff would report back on the outcome of these discussions
as soon as possible.
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2. Pay Parking on Privately-Owned Off-Street Properties in Steveston

Of the remaining five existing public pay parking lots, four of these (Lots 2 through 5) are jointly
owned by the Federal Crown, the SHA and a third private entity. As with the three lots
administered by the SHA discussed in Section 1, pay parking was also implemented on Lots 2
through 5 in July-August 2011 with the same rate structure of $2.00 per hour and varying
amounts of additional time that can be purchased.

The remaining site is an underground pay public parking lot on Bayview Street east of No. 1
Road (Lot 8), which was built as part of the Imperial Landing development and is owned by
Onni Development Corp. The lot has a rate structure of $2.00 for the first hour and $1.00 per
hour thereafter up to a maximum of 24 hours.

3. Pay Parking Policy for City-Owned Properties in Steveston

There is no existing formal City policy regarding pay parking in Steveston. Council last
considered this specific topic in July 2007 when staff presented a report on the results of a public
open house held in Steveston in July 2006 to solicit feedback on a number of parking
improvement ideas for the Steveston Village area. At that open house, one of the ideas presented
to the public was: “Do you support the implementation of pay parking in the Village core?”
Based on the 88 feedback forms completed, 70 per cent of respondents were opposed to pay
parking. Per written comments, Steveston area residents felt that the imposition of pay parking
would penalize them for shopping locally and lead to their choosing to shop at a nearby mall
with free parking which, in turn, would negatively impact Steveston businesses.

The parking improvement ideas presented at the July 2006 open house were subsequently refined
to a list of draft recommendations that were presented at a second open house in June 2009. As
little support had been indicated for the general introduction of pay parking, the draft
recommendation proposed that pay parking be established only for new additional public parking
that would comprise new angle spaces to be created on the north side of Bayview Street. Based
on the 114 feedback forms completed, there was insufficient support for this proposal and thus
the final recommendation was to remain at status quo (i.e., do not construct angle parking on
Bayview St and thus do not implement pay parking for those spaces). The City has not since
considered pay parking in Steveston.

4. Potential Future Use of City-Owned Off-Street Properties in Steveston

Within the Village core, the City owns two properties that are currently used to provide a total of
48 free off-street public parking spaces (Lots 9 and 10). These lots are anticipated to remain as
public parking lots for the foreseeable future but ultimately, if there is an opportunity to provide
additional public parking as part of a parkade within a future major development (either at the
two subject sites or other sites in the Steveston Village), then the two properties could potentially
be disposed of with the resulting revenue invested towards a joint partnership between the
developer and the City to improve and consolidate parking for the public.

Outside the Village core, the City-owned lot at 4320 Moncton Street (Lot 14) across from the
Steveston Community Centre currently provides informal free off-street parking with a capacity
of approximately 55 vehicles. Access is gained via a temporary ramp from Easthope Avenue
and there is no signage regulating the use of the lot. Parks and Recreation staff intend to present
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a separate report regarding the potential future uses of this lot at the June 2012 meeting of the
Parks, Recreation & Cultural Services Committee.

5. Pay Parking on City-Owned Properties in Steveston

As noted in Section 3, the City has no existing formal policy regarding pay parking in Steveston.
Currently, the off-street public parking lots operated by the City (Lots 9, 10 and 11) as well as
on-street parking spaces within the Village core are free with a two-hour time restriction in effect
between 9:00 am and 6:00 pm, seven days per week. On-street parking on Chatham Street west
of 3" Avenue as well as Bayview Street east of No. 1 Road is free with no time restriction.

While it is feasible for the City to introduce pay parking to these three lots (given a renewed
license with the SHA for Lot 11) similar to that already implemented by the SHA, staff
recommend that these lots be retained as free parking for the time being in light of recent
community’s desire of not introducing further pay parking in the Village. Furthermore, local
community representatives have proposed an alternative option to improve the availability of
public parking, as discussed further in Section 6.1 below.

6. Proposed Measures to Improve Public Parking in Steveston

The implementation of pay public parking by the SHA on its lots in Steveston Village has
increased parking demand for the remaining free spaces, most of which are City-owned. The
following sections identify potential measures to improve the availability of public parking
through increased turnover in the Village area.

6.1 Options to Manage City On- and Off-street Public Parking

Essentially, there are two alternative options with respect to the management of City-operated
public parking: maintain free parking or implement pay parking as part of a comprehensive
parking strategy. The scopes of these options are outlined below for Council’s consideration.

Option 1: Maintain Free Parking with Increased Enforcement (Recommended)

On April 17,2012, the City received a proposal from Mr. Robert Kiesman, the community
representative on the Steveston Harbour Authority Board (see Attachment 2), that suggested the
following two key measures for a trial period between June and September this year to improve
the availability of free public parking in Steveston, which is perceived as currently inadequate
due to employee usage of the spaces beyond the two-hour limit:

(1) increased enforcement of the existing two-hour time limit; and
(2) temporary use of the SHA’s lot on Chatham Street (Lot 6) for employee parking.

The proposal is to be presented by Mr. Kiesman to the Steveston 20/20 Group at its meeting to
be held in early May 2012 and to the SHA Board at its meeting to be held on May 24, 2012.

Staff have reviewed the proposal and support its approach of engaging all stakeholders to find a
collective solution to the current problems arising from a lack of adequate turnover of free public
parking spaces. With staff’s proposed modifications to the proposal, Option 1 would comprise

the following measures:
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Attachment 2 Cont’d

Proposal from Community Representative to SHA Board

e Speak to all of your contacts at the City and persuade them to agree to put up the signs
and enforce them.

[ want to press forward with this plan if for no other reason that I'd like to have something in
place, working, so that I never have to hear about the parking problem in Steveston Village ever
again. Like most of you, I'm quite tired of hearing about it and would like to see the problem
solved. [ think that this plan would have the potential of solving 60-70% of the problem.

This plan is not about raising revenue. It is about altering behavior and habits that are harming
our quaint little Village and putting it at risk. In any event, it would only be for 4 months, and if
it doesn't work, it doesn't work and you can try something else next summer.

Please let me know if you have any comments or concerns. If and only if you are willing
to move forward with the plan and discuss the details, | would be willing to head up a 1
hour meeting with interested parties to discuss the terms. | am NOT willing to have a
meeting to discuss whether we should move on with the plan or not. That should be
decided beforehand. And please don't use this as an opportunity to sound off against
the SHA. | really don't think there are any better alternatives. We've been talking about
this problem for far too long now - its time to try something.

Cheers,

Robert
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Staff Report
Origin

Western Maple Lane Holdings Ltd. has applied to the City of Richmond for permission to rezone
9160 No. 2 Road (Attachment 1) from Single Detached (RS1/E) to Medium Density
Townhouses (RTM3) in order to permit the development of 18 three-storey townhouse units on
the site with vehicle access from Maple Road (Attachment 2).

Findings of Fact

A Development Application Data Sheet providing details about the development proposal is
attached (Attachment 3).

Surrounding Development

To the North: Across Maple Road, existing single-family dwellings on large lots zoned Single
Detached (RS1/E);

To the East:  Existing single-family dwellings on large lots zoned Single Detached (RS1/E);

To the South: Four-storey senior apartment building (three-storeys over parking) zoned Medium
Density Low Rise Apartments (RAM1) and Christian Reformed Church Of
Richmond on a large piece of property zoned Assembly (ASY); and

To the West: At the southwest corner of No. 2 Road and Maple Road, a commercial retail
building on a property zoned Local Commercial (CL); at the northwest corner of
Maple Road, a recently approved 3-lot subdivision on a site zoned Single
Detached (RS1/B) fronting on Maple Road.

Related Policies & Studies

Arterial Road Redevelopment and Lane Establishment Policies

The Arterial Road Redevelopment Policy is supportive of multiple family residential
developments along major arterial roads, especially in locations such as the subject site, which
are within walking distance of commercial services and where public transit is available.

The subject site is a large single-family lot fronting No. 2 Road with a lot depth much deeper
than a standard single-family lot in the area. This site is identified for townhouse development
under the Arterial Road Redevelopment Policy and the proposed development is generally
consistent with the Policy. While this proposal is the first townhouse development proposal on
the east side of No. 2 Road between Maple Road and Woodwards Road, the proposal is not the
first multiple family development on the block as there is an apartment building for seniors
located to the immediate south of the site. It is noted that there is a predominant presence of
other previously approved townhouses along the east side of No. 2 Road between Woodwards
Road and Williams Road. It is envisioned that the rest of the single-family and duplex lots on
this block between Maple Road and Woodwards Road could be redeveloped for multiple family
residential under the Arterial Road Redevelopment Policy in the OCP.
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;

3213418

The proposed density is too high; the single-family residential character should be
maintained.

(The subject townhouse development is not the first multiple-family development on
this block of No. 2 Road between Maple Road and Woodwards Road, There is an
existing 4-storey seniors’ apartment building located to the immediate south of the
subject site. The subject site, along with the properties on both side of No. 2 Road,
between Francis Road and Woodwards Roads, is identified for townhouse development
under the Arterial Road Redevelopment Policy in the Official Community Plan (OCP).
Townhouse developments are limited to properties fronting onto arterial roads, such as
No. 2 Road, and are not envisioned in the internal subdivision.

The developer has agreed to explore the opportunities to break the townhouse block
Sfronting Maple Road down to duplexes or triplexes, at the Development Permit stage,
to make the form and massing of the townhouses more compatible to the existing
single-family developments on Maple Road. The developer will also explore the
opportunities to shift the entry driveway on Maple Road westwards to reduce possible
impacts to the neighbouring single-family home.)

Increased traffic generated by the townhouse development would make the already
problematic intersection at No. 2 Road and Maple Road more dangerous.

(In order to address this concern, Transportation Division staff have conducted field
traffic counts and performed an intersection operational analysis as part of their
review; the applicant has retained Bunt & Associates to prepare a Traffic Impact
Study. Both Transportation Division staff and the Traffic Impact Study concluded that
the proposed development would have insignificant traffic impact to the existing
operations at the No. 2 Road and Maple Road intersection; the existing vehicle access
to No. 2 Road is within the existing roadway and intersection geometry.

It is also noted that, with the pavement widening on Maple Road, two (2) outbound
lanes to No. 2 Road will be provided; this arrangement will provide additional capacity
on Maple Road compared to the existing single outbound lane approach.

Some residents suggested removal of the existing mid block closure of Maple Road
between No. 2 Road and Gilbert Road to ease traffic congestion at the No. 2 Road and
Maple Road intersection. Transportation Division staff noted that this closure was
instated several years ago in response to concerns raised by residents regarding speed
and traffic short-cutting on Maple Road. Reinstating the Maple Road link between the
two (2) arterial roads will create a potential for a significant increase of traffic volume
and speed on Maple Road, impacting the intersection at No. 2 Road.

Some residents suggested installation of a traffic signal at the No. 2 Road and

Maple Road intersection. Both Transportation Division staff and the Traffic Impact
Study concluded that a full traffic signal is not warranted at this intersection due to the
projected traffic volumes.)

The proposed development would create a parking problem on Maple Road.

(The proposal includes two (2) side-by-side parking spaces per unit and a total of
Sour (4) visitor parking spaces on site, which is in compliance with the bylaw
requirement. In addition, as paréﬂ gf deg%gipment, the pavement on Maple Road
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* Providing at least one (1), possibly two (2), convertible units which are designed to
accommodate a vertical lift.

Development Variances

The proposed development is generally in compliance with the Medium Density Townhouses
(RTM3) zone. Based on the review of current site plan for the project, no variance is being
requested. However, the following variances are envisioned should the proposal be revised to
provide some 2- to 2'4-storey units with the same overall floor area and unit yield as currently
proposed:

i. Increase in lot coverage for buildings; and

ii. reduction in lot coverage for landscaping with live plant materials.

Design Review and Future Development Permit Considerations

A Development Permit will be required to ensure that the development at 9160 No. 2 Road is
sensitively integrated with adjacent developments. The rezoning conditions will not be
considered satisfied until a Development Permit application is processed to a satisfactory level.
In association with the Development Permit, the following issues are to be further examined:

*  Guidelines for the issuance of Development Permits for multiple-family projects
contained in Section 9.3 (Multiple-Family Guidelines);

* Opportunities to shift the entry driveway west;

* Detailed review of the site plan to ensure a 4.3 m minimum vertical clearance is provided
over the entire width of the internal drive aisle and that corner cuts are provided at the
internal intersections on-site;

» Opportunities to reduce the height of the easternmost townhouse block to a maximum of
2% storeys;

* Opportunities to break the townhouse block fronting Maple Road down to duplexes or
triplexes better match the form and character of the large single-family houses on Maple
Road:;

* Detailed review of building form and architectural character including elimination of
significant projections into required yard setbacks;

* Review of the location and design of the convertible unit and other accessibility features;

* Review of site grade to ensure the survival of protected trees and to enhance the
relationship between the first habitable level and the private outdoor space;

» Ensure there is adequate private outdoor space for each unit;
= Landscaping design and enhancement of the outdoor amenity area to maximize use; and

* Opportunities to maximize permeable surface areas and articulate hard surface treatment.
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Attachment 12: Tree Preservation Plan
Attachment 13: Rezoning Considerations Concurrence
Attachment 14: Proposed Public Hearing Notification Area
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March 15, 2011

Urban Development Division
City of Richmond

6911 No.3 Road,

Richmond, B.C. VéY-2C1

Re : Re-Zoning Application to rezone 2160 No.2 Road,
Richmond.

Dear Sir or Madame :

My name is Tom Cheng and | reside at 9651 Gilbert
Crest in Richmond, B.C.

| hereby to express my support for the rezoning
application from Western Maple Holdings Ltd to rezone
2160 No.2 Road from a single detached (RS1/E ) to a
townhouse ( ZT69 ) zone.

Should you have any additional questions, please feel
free to contact the undersigned.

spectfully Yours,

Tom Cheng
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May 31, 2011
Tiffany Kwong
#77-12500 McNeely Drive
Richmond, B.C.
V6V 254

~Planning Department - —— ... _

City of Richmond

6911 No.3 Road

Richmond, B.C.

V6Y 2Cl

Ref: RZ 10-516267

Dear SirfMafdam,

My name is Tiffany Kwong and I live in #77-12500 McNeely Drive, Richmond, B.C. Canada. I
am living with my parent now and I am graduating from Simon Fraser University this summer. I
have an uncle who lives in the Maple Road/Gilbert Road area. My uncle and his family live in a
pretty nice and big house. I heard from my uncle that a proposed townhouse projects in that area
is getting a lot of opposition, simply because the residents in that area do not want any smaller
and multiple family homes. 1 think this is a totally wrong idea. If we maintain this idea,
Richmond will become a city that will be occupied only by rich people. People like me and
many of my high school classmates who do not have rich parents will be forced to move out of
Richmond, where we grew up and have many friends and relatives. We like to stay in
Richmond. My uncle is rich and he helped his children to buy their own homes in Richmond.
As the newspaper said, housing in Richmond is getting very expensive and unaffordable, the
City official should, whenever possible, allow more houses to be built. This will help to make
housing more affordable to the younger generation people like me and my friends. The
townhouse project that is getting all the opposition is on No.2 Road. It is on a busy street, a
location more suitable for multiple family and more affordable housing. Actually, I do not
understand why the people living on Maple Road and Gilbert Road oppose to the project,
because it has very little effect on this end of Maple Road. Richmond City officials should not
listen only to the rich people, they should be aware of the situation of the average and not so rich
citizens. They should allow this townhouse and similar projects to go ahead, so that more houses
are built and Richmond becomes more affordable to live.

Yours truly,

Tiffany Kwong
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Page 1 of 1

Lee, Edwin

From: Al and Harriet [deboer1867@shaw.ca]
Sent: August 24, 2010 9:04 PM

To: Lee, Edwin

Ce: Hingorani, Sonali

Subject: Townhome proposal

Follow Up Flag: Follow up
Flag Status: Green

Dear Edwin,

This e-mail concerns the townhome developement proposal at No. 2 Rd and Maple Rd. .
The file number is RZ10516267.
| was given your name to contact with my concerns.

My name is Harriet deBoer and | live at 9248 Romaniuk Drive which is just around the
corner from the above. My husband and | are concerned about the traffic that will
inevitably become much busier should this developement be allowed. Already, it is very
difficult to make a left turn onto No. 2 Rd. and many in the neighborhood choose not to
and make a right-turn instead but then are also adding to their driving distance. Even
turning right on this street can take awhile because of traffic volume on No. 2 Rd.. Maple
Rd. turns into my street Romaniuk Drive at the barrier on Maple Rd. Therefore my way out
Is mainly at this point. An 18 unit townhome, will increase traffic significantly regardless of
where the entrance to the developement is planned.

Also, this area is comprised of all single family homes, from Francis Rd. north to
Woodwards Rd.. | think it should be kept that way. The other developements that are
happening at this moment - 2 on Maple Rd. close to the above mentioned site are large
single family homes. | am concerned that a townhouse developement will hinder the
house values in this area.

The block - off in the mid point of Maple Rd between Gilbert and No.2 Rd. was created
years ago due to traffic concerns, when our area was developed. People feared cars
racing to Gilbert or No. 2 Rd. with young children living on Maple Rd. Now that No. 2 Rd.
has become much busier and Gilbert less busy | would suggest opening up Maple Rd.
again so we can travel either east or west to our destinations, whatever is prudent. A
round-about in place of the barrier will prevent through traffic from speeding through. |
think there is enough room, as on the east side of the barrier, the road is a large cul-de-
sac.

| would appreciate your feed back on this matter.

Thank you in advance for your consideration to our concerns,
Sincerely,

Harriet deBoer

604-271-1867
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ATTACHMENT 6

April 28, 2010

City of Richmond
6911 No. 3 Road
Richmond BC
VG6Y 2CI

Altn: Urban Development Division

Dear Sir / Madam:
Re: Rezoning Application on 9160 No. 2 Road Richmond (File No. RZ10-516267)

We are writing to oppose the abovementioned rezoning application. The concems

include the [ollowing: '

1. This project will not conform to the norm, stereotype of our neighborhood as the
size of each proposed individual dwelling would be too small and too dense (size

of each of the neighborhood single-family house is over 2,000 sq. {t.).

2. [ncreased flow of traffic and corresponding increased parked cars along Maple
Road and its interception with No. 2 Road will be hazardous to the drivers and the

residents living in this area.

[t will be even more dangerous when the main entrance of this site is set on Maple
Road as it is too close to the junction of No. 2 Road. Cross-traffic accidents may
be easily occurred.

(V5]

4. The proposed 3-storey building would no doubt affect the private lives of our
neighbors, especially when the proposed 3-storey building is constructed facing

the East and/or facing the North of Maple Road.

5. Increased density of population will inevitably hamper the quality of life, the
harmony and peaceful environment of this quiet community.

In view ‘of the foregoing, your decision to decline this rezoning application would be
highly appreciated.

Yours faithfully

Owners and Occupants
Maple Road
~ Richmond BC

‘Encl. 37 Specimen Signatures for 33 mers/cospiers andoccupants of Maple Road
- opposing this rezoning application. dﬁ[&ﬁ/' 376 o
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SPECIMEN SIGNATURES OF OWNERS AND OCCUPANTS OPPOSING REZONING APPLICATION FILE NO. RZ10-516267
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2011 April 08

City of Richmond
6911 No. 3 Road
Richmond, BC
VeY 2C1

Attention: City Clerks Department

Dear Sirs:

Re: Rezoning Application File No. RZ10-516267

Please find enclosed lists of signatures of homeowners/occupants opposing the above rezoning.
Please note that a letter with a list of signatures, (attached) was sent to the Urban Development
Division on 2010 April 28 and those signatures are now included in the new list provided

along with a copy of the letter.

My husband and myself have lived on Maple Road for 38 years and have come up against a
few developers wanting to change the zoning. This road should remain as single family
residences, we have beautiful expensive ($3,000,000 plus) homes being built and sold on
our road and think townhouses are not suited to our neighbourhood.

The undersigned would like to be notified of any upcoming meetings regarding this property.

Thank you for yc?ention to this matter.

Sue Plett

6611 Maple Road
Richmond, BC V7E 1G4
(604) 274-7302

cc: Urban Developmen Division, w/encls.
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SPECIMEN SIGNATURES OF OWNERS AND OCCUPANTS OPPOSING REZONING APPLICATION FILE NO. RZ10-516267
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SPECIMEN SIGNATURES OF OWNERS AND OCCUPANTS OPPOSING REZONING APPLICATION FILE NO. RZ10-516267
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SPECIMEN SIGNATURES OF OWNERS AND OCCUPANTS OPPOSING REZONING APPLICATION FILE NO. RZ10-516267
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SPECIMEN SIGNATURES OF OWNERS AND OCCUPANTS OPPOSING REZONING APPLICATION FILE NO. RZ10-516267
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SPECIMEN SIGNATURES OF OWNERS AND OCCUPANTS OPPOSING REZONING APPLICATION FILE NO. RZ10-b16201
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SPECIMEN SIGNATURES OF OWNERS AND OCCUPANTS OPPOSING REZONING APPLICATION FILE NO., RZ10-516267

Address @ 1] MC‘P}& Daaof

Name

Address £ & ‘f'[ M %\/EQ_R()(

é’eﬂ/;a L, L2 Ul oD 0w~ €32
Name {%,— /u('ﬂ{;{,{; Name & Na:ne |
Address 7 Address Gt | ;k—(afvﬁ.; f¢% ., |Address

__-ﬁfliTugag & f:'m s YEUNG wa | CHUN G
Name ‘f/_ Name Name
Addressh ) &4) /ﬁ‘?'t,:.\,._ o £l Address , Address

e )t0 Mople Lol Siro merle Aot *Tags maple

Sue PLQ# lwui)//\/],ﬂu/m.ﬂ/\ ’ ’]L/k HL\&/‘\ letz,
Name

Name

Address é;fé) -i l \, l/Jf Léfe\‘:l

NCHT LAS  evsimd

Pev/d Crete

LMC Y (550

Mayle g A

af(L

Name Name /é, i Name L _
Address ) Address & 727 /f’?’ 2 /2t |gdress il AT 24
&131 MAe Rosy

:. Y 1; v} 1: a 3 o
oneAvY : dwive®) Haw Vi 4/ PAUL L7

7 7

Name 4 ézp(/ Name 9 Name
Address . Address éé el Address B33 1MAPLE E.

CNCL - 389




CNCL - 390



SPECIMEN SIGNATURES OF OWNERS AND OCCUPANTS OPPOSING REZONING APPLICATION FILE NO. RZ10-516267
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SPECIMEN SIGNATURES OF OWNERS AND OCCUPANTS OPPOSING REZONING APPLICATION FILE NO. RZ1 0-516267
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ATTACHMENT 8

9160 No.2 Road (RZ 10-516267)
Report on Public Information
held on March 15,2011 at the City Hall of Richmond, B.C.

— A total of 152 invitations were delivered to the residents in the Maple Road and No.2
Road neighborhood, as per catchment plan provided by City Staff. Separate invitations
were sent to the residents of the senior housing complex, Covenant Court.

— 19 persons (some are from the same family) attended the meeting.

— The developer, Wayne Fougere, the Architect and Masa Ito, the Landscape Architect
were present.

— Edwin Lee from the City was also present.

— The meeting lasted from 5:30 to 7:30 pm.

Plans, drawings and renderings were presented for viewing.

The following is the summary of the comments from the residents attended the meeting:

j 3 The townhouses do not conform to the single family housing in the neighborhood. The
density is too high, the units are too small.

.2 The 3 storey buildings are too tall.

3: The 18 units of townhouses will create traffic and parking problems on Maple Road and
No.2 Road, particularly for cars trying to turn left from Maple Road onto No.2 Road in
the morning.

4, The road block on the middle of Maple Road can be removed so that traffic can go from
No.2 Road to Gilbert Road, hence easing the south-turn traffic from Maple Road onto
No.2 Road.

3. The entrance to the townhouse project can be on No.2 Road.

6. A traffic light can be installed on the junction of No.2 Road and Maple Road, or on No.2
Road and Woodward.

7: The market value of the properties in the neighborhood will be adversely affected.
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10. As to the increase density. These new townhomes are of very high quality, with side-by-side
double car garages and very modern and eye-pleasing exterior finishes. They will compare
very well with the neighboring homes and certainly will add value to the area. A few more
friendly people in the neighborhood will add to the quality of life, increase the number of
residents keeping watch over the neighborhood and will deter the criminal elements by
increasing the number of eyes on the street.

3|Page
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— We agreed to plant some trees on the apartment property to create more shelter and
pleasant look, as the services right-the-way on the project’s property does not allow any
tree planting along the property line.

— The exterior of the townhouse will be painted with light color and climbing plants and
flowers will be planted on the fences. A new privacy fence with lattice will be built.

— The roof slopes have been reduced significantly.

— We will commission a traffic study to assess the future traffic impact and if needed
implement remedies. (The traffic report was done)

— The density bonus was a result of our effort to save the trees along No.2 Road and Maple
Road. In doing so, we need to build the townhouses on the present grade, requiring the
construction of bridges to access the units fronting on No. 2 Road. Density bonus is also
given to a project for its contribution in up-grading the underground services and road
work, which will benefit the area. The project will incur substantial costs in this regard.

On a whole, the residents were pleased that we listened to their concerns and have made a good
effort to make changes to accommodate their suggestions.

2|Page
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imposes a duty on all property owners to preserve trees?

So far, the developer has been hesitant to agree to this specific request on
the basis that reducing density will make this project less profitable. Money
is important but it is equally important for both sides. We ask the Planning
Department and City Council to also consider the negative financial impact
on the nine suites that face north. Is their financial well being not also
important? And if so, what is the dollar value of their loss and how does that
compare to the potential profit for the developer on just one unit?

It is our belief that rezoning is never a right, particularly where a
development is allowed a mere 10 feet set-back when ours is 25 feet. A
rezoning can only be justified if there is a public interest and if there is no
harm inflicted on others. We ask you to consider the harm inflicted on our
suites under the current proposal and to accept reasonable accommodations
to off-set such harm. We respectfully submit that our request is reasonable
and not unduly self serving or an excessive burden to the developer.

2. Traffic
Traffic volume along #2 Rd. may require additional signals at the Maple
Street intersection. West bound traffic turning left onto #2 Rd. is
particularly at risk. In addition, our residents find it increasingly more
difficult to exit and enter Covenant Court’s driveway which is shared with
the church next door.

Another improvement would be to move the existing bus stop along the east
side of #2 Rd. from north of Maple to south of Maple and to move the #2
Road cross walk also to the south side of Maple. Most car traffic is on the
north side of this intersection. Placing the cross walk and bus stop on the
south side of the intersection would separate car and pedestrian traffic more
effectively.

In the event it is not possible to move the bus stop, consideration should be
given to move at least the cross walk to the south side. There is significantly
more vehicular traffic on the north side of the intersection than on the south
side. If the light-controlled sidewalk were on the south side, Maple
vehicular traffic, both east and west, can turn onto #2 Road to go north, and
south-bound #2 Road traffic can turn into Maple while the cross walk is
occupied, without endangering pedestrians. Currently that is not possible
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and yet cars are constantly tempted to do this, hoping to beat the
pedestrians.

Moving that cross walk will make for a much safer intersection. For
example, it will greatly help the residents of Covenant Court, all of whom
are seniors and many of whom use the bus, and it will also help church
traffic. That church operates a daycare, programs for youth, and is in use
every day of the week. Currently, both Covenant Court residents and church
users who come by bus south-bound on #2 Road must cross #2 Road, once,
and Maple, twice. The Maple crossings are without the benefit of a light or
crosswalk. By moving the cross walk south the two Maple crossings are
eliminated for those persons. It is true that this gain is off-set by area
residents who live north of Maple and now enjoy the benefit of not having
to cross Maple twice. But that group is fewer in number and will be even
more so when this proposed development is in place.

The primary reason for moving the crosswalk is that nearly all car traffic
that comes out of or goes into Maple is on the north side of the intersection.

3. Noise
Mindful that Covenant Court is home to seniors we ask that playground
areas not be equipped with noise producing features such as a basketball
hoop and special consideration be given to minimize noise emanating from
playground areas.

Thank you for your consideration.

On behalf of all residents.

Dorinne Hudie Nick Loenen
President, Strata Council President, Christian Reformed
LMS 1251 Seniors Housing Society
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ATTACHMENT 13

Rezoning Considerations
9160 No. 2 Road
RZ 10-516267

Prior to final adoption of Zoning Amendment Bylaw 8769, the developer is required to complete
the following:

1. Dedication of a 4m x 4m corner cut at Maple Road and No. 2 Road.

2. The granting of a 2.0 wide Public Rights-of-Passage (PROP) right-of-way along the
entire west property line (No. 2 Road frontage) ¢/w a 4m x 4m corner cut at Maple Road
for future road widening,.

3. Registration of a flood indemnity covenant on Title. The minimum Flood Construction
Level is 2.9 m (geodetic) or 0.3 m above the surveyed top of the crown of the adjacent
public road.

4. City acceptance of the developer’s voluntary contribution of $2.00 per buildable square
foot (e.g. $47,003.23) to the City’s Affordable Housing Reserve Fund.

5. City acceptance of the developer’s offer to voluntarily contribute $5,500 to the City’s
Tree Compensation Fund for the planting of eleven (11) replacement trees within the
City.

6. Submission of a Tree Survival Security to the City in the amount of $24,000 for the eight
(8) protected trees to be retained on-site. 50% of the security will be released upon
completion of the proposed landscaping works on site (design as per Development Permit
for 9160 No. 2 Road). The remaining 50% of the security will be release one year after
final inspection of the completed landscaping in order to ensure that the trees have
survived,

7. Issuance of a separate Tree Cutting Permit for the removal of two (2) street trees along
the Maple Road frontage. The City’s Parks Division has reviewed the proposed tree
removal and concurs with it. Identified compensation in the amount of $3,250 is
required.

8. Submission of a Contract entered into between the applicant and a Certified Arborist for
supervision of any on-site and off-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 proposed number of site monitoring inspections, and a provision for the
Arborist to submit a post-construction assessment report to the City for review.

9. City acceptance of the developer’s offer to voluntarily contribute $3,000 towards the
upgrade of the pedestrian signal on the north leg of the No. 2 Road/Maple Road
intersection.

10. Submission of cash-in-lieu for the provision of dedicated indoor amenity space in the
amount of $18,000.

11. Submission and processing of a Development Permit application* to the acceptance of
the Director of Development.
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differently?

e [t is against the original staff recommendations.

e [t places the future residents of this proposed development at greater
risk both when coming and going.

e This driveway will add to the difficulty of going into and out of our
shared driveway with the church, thus placing even more people at
risk.

e The 9 suites that look out over the proposed development will be
impacted far more severely with noise and exhaust fumes from cars,
garbage trucks, delivery vans and at night bright headlights etc. The
quiet enjoyment of the use of those 9 outdoor patios and sundecks in
particular will be severely curtailed.

It has been suggested that traffic on the proposed driveway would be ‘right-
in and right-out’ only. That sounds nice but it is unenforceable and highly
impractical. Consider yourself a future resident wishing to run an errant at
the nearest shopping centre -- Blundell and Number 2 Rd. Going is fine, but
coming back is highly problematic.

You are south-bound on Number 2 Rd. At Francis Rd. you must turn either
left or right. It matters not which way you turn; either way the trip will be
extended nearly four times. Suppose you turn right, you proceed to
Railroad, turn left to Williams. On Williams you go back to Number 2 Rd.
then turn left and proceed to your driveway. The just over 0.5 mile return
trip has now become just shy of 2.5 miles. Does anyone seriously believe
that people are actually going to do that? If you assume that future residents
will actually do it, why would you impose such a dreadful penalty on these
folks, particularly when there is an alternative readily available?

It is not as though Maple Rd. is burdened with traffic. As you know, Maple
is blocked between Number 2 Rd. and Gilbert. Hence, the traffic on Maple
east of Number 2 Rd., where the subject property is, is but a fraction of the
traffic on Maple west of Number 2 Rd.

Traffic along Number 2 Rd. is very heavy almost anytime of the day'. There
is a double yellow line, which many wrongly assume does not permit south-
bound traffic to turn into the church driveway and when cars do, as happens

! One of our residents observed the following numbers of cars on Sunday, Oct. 23, 2011
between 11:15 am and 12:130 pm. Right turns from Church drive 93; left turns from
Church driveway 38; coming into Church driveway 17.
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frequently, following motorists get very annoyed. They have just left the
signaled intersection and must now unexpectedly brake, stop and wait. This
proposal would create two such bottle necks, one immediately after the
other. Is that sound traffic planning?

To allow this latest proposed driveway is very, very poor planning. The
much revered, late Jane Jacobs taught that livable communities need to be
planned with people in mind. Coming home in the dark, having to cross a
double center line, two lanes of traffic and a sidewalk which the elderly
residents from our seniors housing use in scooters and walkers is not
planning with people in mind — it is more like abandoning people.

Can any of you doubt that future residents of this proposed development if
given an opportunity would choose Maple Rd. over Number 2 Rd. as a
preferred way to enter and leave their home property?

We sincerely hope planning for people will prevail and the location of the
driveway will remain on Maple Road.

In closing it is our view that the signalization of Maple and Number 2 Rd.
will be a benefit to our residents but also all the traffic which tries to get
onto Number 2 Rd. from west of Maple. That traffic has currently a hard
time particularly in the morning when nearly all that traffic turns left to go
north along Number 2 Rd.

1y

\
\

Madt \,\ML 7 P

Nick Loenen
President, CRSHS.
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8.

10.

11.

Our three storey buildings will be built below the road elevation and will have about the same
height as the newer single family homes built along Maple Road. The windows in our homes
will be the same types of windows in the homes on the north side of Maple Road (entry, living
room, master bedroom and stair). These Maple Road fronting homes will be all duplexes, (so
are the units situated on the eastern property line facing our eastern neighbor), making them
more similar to the single family homes.

Garage doors will not face Maple Road. It makes the exterior look better than some single
family homes in which the garages are the prominent feature.

As to the increase density. These new townhomes are of very high quality construction, with
side-by-side double car garages on the back side, and very modern and eye-pleasing exterior
finishes. They will compare very well with the neighboring homes and certainly will add value
to the area. A few more friendly people in the neighborhood will add to the quality of life,
increase the number of residents keeping watch over the neighborhood and will deter the
criminal elements by increasing the number of eyes on the street.

The blockade that blocks the traffic on Maple Road at Romanuik Drive will remain. This will

ease the mind of the residents living east of this blockade, who does not want to see through
traffic from No.2 Road to Gilbert Road.

9160 No.2 Road — March 29 Project infi@NGL V422 i{Page
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3. The consequent population increase in the 18 units will doubtless negatively affect the serenity and
peacefulness of this low-density community.

4. An increase of 18 households will no doubt create a parking problem along Maple Road. Many city
dwellers today use their garages for storage and therefore have to park their cars on the street.
Residents of the proposed complex would be forced to park along Maple Road. But there is no
allowance for this. Visitors to the proposed complex would also be parking along Maple Road, since
there are too few designated visitor parking spots in the proposed complex. This is clearly
unacceptable in this quiet and unassuming neighborhood.

Our community sees no rationale for why the City has to sacrifice the well-being of numerous
neighbourhood residents over the business interests of one developer. Hence, we appeal for the second
time to the City to listen to our deep-seated concerns about this proposed development and reject the
rezoning application. As an alternative, we ask you to consider the development on the southwest corner
of Gilbert and Blundell. Here, three lots were rezoned to permit the construction of a total of six single
detached houses. Could that not be a model for the development on No. 2 Road and Maple? Also, on the
northwest corner of Maple and No. 2 Rd., plans call for three single-family homes to be constructed on
that lot. This development, again, fits into the character of the surrounding neighborhood. This is all we ask
for. Please do not fundamentally change our neighborhood for the sake of another multiunit development.

Your thoughtful consideration is much appreciated.

Yours sincerely,

Signatures(s)

Name(s) ‘ .

Address: . p
P el e

Telephone T T
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May 23, 2012 -2- 0100-20-DPERI1

Panel Report

The Development Permit Panel considered the following items at its meetings held on
March 28, 2012 and January 25, 2012.

DP 11-585139 — WESTERN ST. ALBANS VENTURE LTD. — 8399 JONES ROAD
(FORMERLY 7500, 7520, 7540 AND 7560 ST. ALBANS ROAD)
(March 28, 2012)

The Panel considered a Development Permit application to permit the construction of 23
three-storey townhouse units on a site zoned High Density Townhouses (RTH4). A variance is
included in the proposal to reduce the road setback from 4.5 m to 3.0 m above the main floor.

Architect, Wayne Fougere, of Fougere Architecture Inc., provided a brief presentation,
including:
e The site is maintained low in the ground in order to save as many trees as possible.

e On-site healthy trees will be retained at the subject site’s northeast corner, and a healthy
Beech tree at the southwest corner is also being retained.

e The retention of these on-site trees could only have been done by pushing the site down in
the ground.

e The townhouse units backing onto an existing multi-unit building to the east of the proposed
development have a lower elevation than their neighbours to the east.

e The design has a ‘rowhouse’ concept that fronts both Jones and St. Alban’s Roads.

Staff supported the Development Permit application and the requested variance. Staff advised:

e That, while corner sites are always a design challenge, the applicant has responded
appropriately to street fronts and property adjacency issues.

e The impact of the proposed development on the neighbouring single-family residence is
minimized by siting of the townhouse units as far away as possible from the residence and
also, the four-storey, multi-unit residential building located to the east of the subject site.

e Pushing the townhouses away from the single-family dwelling results in a 3.2 m setback for
the side yard which exceeds the 2 m requirement, and is associated with a requested variance
to reduce the road setback from 4.5 m to 3.0 m.

e The applicant has made efforts to save on-site trees.

In response to queries by the Panel directed to the applicant and to staff, Mr. Fougere and staff
provided the following additional information:

o Neighbouring residents will enjoy privacy as a result of: the proposed first habitable floor in
the townhouse units will be at a lower elevation than the neighbours’ first floor; and the
outdoor living space for the townhouse units is below the lowest living level of the
neighbours’ homes.

e The children play area is in a sunny spot, features open grass, and has play equipment
catering to children 2 through 6 years of age.

e Some decorative paving is used on the road surface in order to define the pedestrian area.
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