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City Council 
 

Council Chambers, City Hall 
6911 No. 3 Road 

Monday, September 23, 2013 
7:00 p.m. 

 
 
Pg. # ITEM  
 
  

MINUTES 
 
 1. Motion to adopt: 

  (1) the minutes of the Regular Council Meeting held on Monday, 
September 9, 2013 (distributed previously); and 

  (2) the minutes of the Special Council Meeting held on Monday, 
September 9, 2013 (distributed previously). 

  

 
  

AGENDA ADDITIONS & DELETIONS 
 
  

PRESENTATION 
 
  Donna Chan, Manager, Transportation Planning, to present ICBC-City of 

Richmond Road Safety Partnership. 

 
  

COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE 
 
 2. Motion to resolve into Committee of the Whole to hear delegations on 

agenda items. 
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 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) 

 
 4. Motion to rise and report. 

  

 
  

RATIFICATION OF COMMITTEE ACTION 
 
  

CONSENT AGENDA 

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

 
  

CONSENT AGENDA HIGHLIGHTS 

   Receipt of Committee minutes 

   Touchstone Family Services Restorative Justice Contract Renewal 

   Inter-municipal Business Licence bylaw No. 9040, Amendment Bylaw No. 
9047 

   Cadence City Child Care Facility – 5640 Hollybridge Way Potential 
Acquisition From Cressey Gilbert Development LLP 

   Richmond Response: Three Proposed Metro Vancouver Regional Growth 
Strategy Amendments: Township of Langley (North Murrayville, 
Hendricks, Highway #1 / 200th Street) 

   Application by Steveston Flats Development Corp. for a Heritage 
Alteration Permit at 3471 Chatham Street 

   Land use applications for first reading (to be further considered at the 
Public Hearing on October 21, 2013): 

    8131 No. 3 Road – Rezone from RS1/E to RC2 (Jacken Investments 
Inc. – applicant) 

    5831 Moncton Street – Rezone from RS1/E to RS2/C (Ajit Thaliwal 
and Aman Dhaliwal – applicant) 

    5160 and 5180 Blundell Road – Rezone from RS1/E to RTL4 
(Kensington Homes Ltd. – applicant) 

   ICBC-City of Richmond Road Safety Partnership 

 



Council Agenda – Monday, September 23, 2013 
Pg. # ITEM  
 

CNCL – 3 

 5. Motion to adopt Items 6 through 15 by general consent. 

  

 
 6. COMMITTEE MINUTES

 

  That the minutes of: 

CNCL-10 (1) the Community Safety Committee meeting held on Tuesday, 
September 10, 2013; 

CNCL-16 (2) the General Purposes Committee meeting held on Monday, 
September 16, 2013; 

CNCL-19 (3) the Planning Committee meetings held on Wednesday, September 4, 
2013 and Tuesday, September 17, 2013; 

CNCL-64 (4) the Public Works & Transportation Committee meeting held on 
Wednesday, September 18, 2013; 

  be received for information. 

  

 
 7. TOUCHSTONE FAMILY SERVICES RESTORATIVE JUSTICE 

CONTRACT RENEWAL 
(File Ref. No.) (REDMS No. 3958428) 

CNCL-69 See Page CNCL-69 for full report  

  COMMUNITY SAFETY COMMITTEE RECOMMENDATION 

  (1) That the City enter into a three year contract (2014-2016) with 
Touchstone Family Association for the provision of the Restorative 
Justice Program, as outlined in the staff report titled Touchstone 
Family Services Restorative Justice Contract Renewal dated August 
21, 2013 from the General Manager, Law and Community Safety; 
and 

  (2) That the Chief Administrative Officer and General Manager, Law 
and Community Safety be authorized to execute the contract with 
Touchstone Family Association. 

  

 

Consent 
Agenda 

Item 

Consent 
Agenda 

Item 
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 8. INTER-MUNICIPAL BUSINESS LICENCE BYLAW NO. 9040, 
AMENDMENT BYLAW NO. 9047 
(File Ref. No. 12-8060-20-9047) (REDMS No. 3924405 v.2) 

CNCL-72 See Page CNCL-72 for full report  

  GENERAL PURPOSES COMMITTEE RECOMMENDATION 

  That Inter-municipal Business Licence Bylaw No. 9040, Amendment Bylaw 
No. 9047 be given first, second and third readings. 

  

 
 9. CADENCE CITY CHILD CARE FACILITY – 5640 HOLLYBRIDGE 

WAY POTENTIAL ACQUISITION FROM CRESSEY GILBERT 
DEVELOPMENT LLP 
(File Ref. No. 2275-20-431) (REDMS No. 3897432 v.8) 

CNCL-75 See Page CNCL-75 for full report  

  GENERAL PURPOSES COMMITTEE RECOMMENDATION 

  That: 

  (1) staff be authorised to purchase the Cadence Child Care Facility 
based on the terms and conditions as set out in RZ 12-602449 and the 
staff report dated January 22, 2013 to Planning Committee; 

  (2) staff be authorised to transfer $874,000 from the Child Care 
Development Reserve Fund and such funds to be utilized to complete 
the proposed transaction; 

  (3) an amendment to the City's Five Year Financial Plan (2013-2017) to 
include $874,000 for the purchase, of an independent air space parcel 
which is to include a fully constructed facility, to be known as 
Cadence Child Care Facility with funding to come from the City's 
Childcare Development Reserve Fund be brought forward for 
Council consideration; and 

  (4) the Chief Administrative Officer and the General Manager, Finance 
& Corporate Services are authorised to complete the negotiations and 
execute the Purchase and Sale Agreement in regards to the purchase 
of Cadence Child Care Facility. 
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Item 
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 10. RICHMOND RESPONSE: THREE PROPOSED METRO VANCOUVER 
REGIONAL GROWTH STRATEGY AMENDMENTS: TOWNSHIP OF 
LANGLEY (NORTH MURRAYVILLE, HENDRICKS, HIGHWAY #1 / 
200TH STREET) 
(File Ref. No.) (REDMS No. 3966627) 

CNCL-80 See Page CNCL-80 for full report  

  PLANNING COMMITTEE RECOMMENDATION 

  That, as per the report from the General Manager, Planning and 
Development, dated August 28, 2013, titled: Richmond Response: Three 
Proposed Metro Vancouver Regional Growth Strategy (RGS) Amendments: 
Township of Langley (Highway #1 / 200th Street, Hendricks, North 
Murrayville), Council advise Metro Vancouver that the City of Richmond: 

  (1) For the Highway #1 / 200th Street Area, supports proposed Regional 
Growth Strategy amendment, as it is consistent with the 2040 
Regional Growth Strategy and will enable the Township to better 
meet its long term employment land and development needs; 

  (2) For the Hendricks area, notes that the area is in the Agricultural 
Land Reserve and, in such situations, 2040 RGS Policy 2.3.4 does not 
enable the MV Board to move the Urban Containment Boundary to 
locate the area within it, or to re-designate the affected area from 
RGS Agricultural to another RGS designation; 

  (3) For the North Murrayville area, notes that the area is in the 
Agricultural Land Reserve and, in such situations, 2040 RGS Policy 
2.3.4 does not enable the MV Board to move the Urban Containment 
Boundary to locate the area within it, or to re-designate the affected 
area from RGS Agricultural to another RGS designation; and 

  (4) Requests that, to improve RGS amendment reviews, Metro Vancouver 
staff: (a) ensure that future RGS amendment packages are more 
complete and (b) provide a more comprehensive assessment and an 
opinion regarding the acceptability of proposed RGS amendments, 
before they are circulated for comment (e.g., to the MV Regional 
Planning Advisory Committee, MV Regional Planning and 
Agricultural Committee, MV Board and local governments). 

  

 
 
 

Consent 
Agenda 

Item 
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 11. APPLICATION BY STEVESTON FLATS DEVELOPMENT CORP. 
FOR A HERITAGE ALTERATION PERMIT AT 3471 CHATHAM 
STREET 
(File Ref. No. HA 13-641865) (REDMS No. 3978507) 

CNCL-118 See Page CNCL-118 for full report  

  PLANNING COMMITTEE RECOMMENDATION 

  That a Heritage Alteration Permit be issued to authorize the demolition of 
structures and associated infrastructure at 3471 Chatham Street and 
prepare the site for a future development, on a site zoned Steveston 
Commercial (CS3), including: 

  (1) the removal of the existing concrete bas-relief panels on the face of 
the building; 

  (2) temporary on-site storage of the concrete panels; 

  (3) the securing of the site during demolition; 

  (4) the demolition and removal of the building; 

  (5) the excavation and removal of associated infrastructure; and 

  (6) deposit of a subdivision plan at the Land Title Office for a corner 
truncation at the south-east corner of the site. 

  

 
 12. APPLICATION BY JACKEN INVESTMENTS INC. FOR REZONING 

AT 8131 NO. 3 ROAD FROM SINGLE DETACHED (RS1/E) TO 
COMPACT SINGLE DETACHED (RC2) 
(File Ref. No. 12-8060-20-9057; RZ 13-636814) (REDMS No. 3979722) 

CNCL-125 See Page CNCL-125 for full report  

  PLANNING COMMITTEE RECOMMENDATION 

  That Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500, Amendment Bylaw 9057, for the 
rezoning of 8131 No. 3 Road from “Single Detached (RS1/E)” to “Compact 
Single Detached (RC2)”, be introduced and given first reading. 
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Agenda 
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 13. APPLICATION BY AJIT THALIWAL AND AMAN DHALIWAL FOR 
REZONING OF A PORTION OF 5831 MONCTON STREET FROM 
SINGLE DETACHED (RS1/E) TO SINGLE DETACHED (RS2/C) 
(File Ref. No. 12-8060-20-9010; RZ 13-629294) (REDMS No. 3819337) 

CNCL-137 See Page CNCL-137 for full report  

  PLANNING COMMITTEE RECOMMENDATION 

   That Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500, Amendment Bylaw 9010, for the 
rezoning of a portion of 5831 Moncton Street from “Single Detached 
(RS1/E)” to “Single Detached (RS2/C)”, be introduced and given first 
reading. 

  

 
 14. APPLICATION BY KENSINGTON HOMES LTD. FOR REZONING 

AT 5160 AND 5180 BLUNDELL ROAD FROM SINGLE DETACHED 
(RS1/E) TO LOW DENSITY TOWNHOUSES (RTL4) 
(File Ref. No. 12-8060-20-9055; RZ 13-627627) (REDMS No. 3959434) 

CNCL-168 See Page CNCL-168 for full report  

  PLANNING COMMITTEE RECOMMENDATION 

  That Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500, Amendment Bylaw 9055, for the 
rezoning of 5160 and 5180 Blundell Road from “Single Detached (RS1/E)” 
to “Low Density Townhouses (RTL4)”, be introduced and given first 
reading. 

  

 
 15. ICBC-CITY OF RICHMOND ROAD SAFETY PARTNERSHIP 

(File Ref. No. 01-0150-20-ICBC1-01/2013) (REDMS No. 3833578 v.2) 

CNCL-193 See Page CNCL-193 for full report  

  PUBLIC WORKS AND TRANSPORTATION COMMITTEE 
RECOMMENDATION 

  (1) That a letter be sent to the Board of Directors of ICBC expressing the 
City’s appreciation of ICBC’s comprehensive and collaborative 
approach to improving road safety in Richmond for all users; 

  (2) That a copy of the report dated August 21, 2013 from the Director, 
Transportation outlining ICBC-City partnerships that have 
contributed to improved road safety in Richmond be forwarded to the 
Richmond Council / School Board Liaison Committee for 
information; 

Consent 
Agenda 

Item 

Consent 
Agenda 

Item 

Consent 
Agenda 

Item 
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  (3) That the additional proposed road safety improvement projects, as 
described in the report, be endorsed for submission to the ICBC 2013 
Road Improvement Program for consideration of cost sharing 
funding; and 

  (4) 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 2013 Capital Plan and 5-Year (2013-2017) 
Financial Plan be amended accordingly. 

  

 
 
  *********************** 

CONSIDERATION OF MATTERS REMOVED FROM THE 
CONSENT AGENDA 

*********************** 
 
 

  NON-CONSENT AGENDA ITEMS 
 
 
  

PUBLIC ANNOUNCEMENTS AND EVENTS 

 
 
 

 
 
  

NEW BUSINESS 
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BYLAWS FOR ADOPTION 

  
CNCL-206 Richmond Zoning Bylaw No. 8500, Amendment Bylaw No. 8965 

(4691, 4731 and 4851 Francis Road, RZ 12-617436) 
Opposed at 1st Reading – None. 
Opposed at 2nd/3rd Readings – None. 

  

 
CNCL-211 Richmond Zoning Bylaw No. 8500, Amendment Bylaw No. 9009 

(3311 Garden City Road, RZ 13-628402) 
Opposed at 1st Reading – None. 
Opposed at 2nd/3rd Readings – None. 

  

 
CNCL-213 Richmond Zoning Bylaw No. 8500, Amendment Bylaw No. 9011 

(8960 Heather Street, RZ 13-628035) 
Opposed at 1st Reading – None. 
Opposed at 2nd/3rd Readings – None. 

  

 
CNCL-215 Richmond Zoning Bylaw No. 8500, Amendment Bylaw No. 9035 

(6611, 6622, 6655, 6811 and 6899 Pearson Way, ZT 12-610289)  
Opposed at 1st Reading – None. 
Opposed at 2nd/3rd Readings – Cllr. Au. 

  

 
  

ADJOURNMENT 
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To: 

From: 

City of 
Richmond 

Community Safety Committee 

Phyllis L. Carlyle 
General Manager 

Report to Committee 

Date: August21,2013 

File: 

Re: Touchstone Family Services Restorative Justice Contract Renewal 

Staff Recommendation 

1. That the City enter into a three year contract (2014-2016) with Touchstone Family 
Association for the provision of the Restorative Justice Program, as outlined in the report 
"Touchstone Family Services Restorative Justice Contract Renewal" dated August 21, 
2013 from the General Manager, Law and Community Safety; and 

2. That the Chief Administrative Officer and General Manager of Law and Community 
Safety be authorized to execute the contract with Touchstone Family Association. 

Phyllis L. arlyle 
General Manager 
(604-276-4104) 

3958428 

REPORT CONCURRENCE 

ROUTED TO: 

Finance Division 

REVIEWED BY DIRECTORS 

REVIEWED BY CAO 

CONCURRENCE 

INITIALS: 
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August 21,2013 
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Staff Report 

Origin 

On January 1,2011, the City of Richmond renewed the three year contract with Touchstone 
Family Association for the delivery of the Restorative Justice Program. The Touchstone Family 
Association is required to report to Council annually on: 

a) Restorative justice annual budget for the upcoming year; 

b) Restorative justice revenues and expenditure from the previous year; 

c) Performance indicators including the number of referrals, forums and completed 
resolution agreements; 

d) Milestones and achievements; and 

e) Participants' satisfaction survey. 

On April 9, 2013 Community Safety Committee received a report entitled "Touchstone Family 
Services 2012 Restorative Justice Performance Outcome and Evaluation Report" providing a 
detailed review of the Restorative Justice Program in Richmond and addressing the above 
criteria. 

As the term of the current agreement expires on December 31,2013, Touchstone Family 
Association is requesting the continued financial support for a three year term beginning January 
1,2014 to December 31,2016 at a cost of$95,000 per year. This will allow Touchstone to 
operate the Restorative Justice Program in the City. 

Analysis 

In British Columbia, the estimated 2012 annual cost for youth justice is approximately $92M1 

and the number of completed youth court cases were 2,9152 with a median length of 107 days. 
Should the youth be incarcerated, the cost would be approximately $100,000 per year3

, per 
youth. 

The Provincial Government does not fund restorative justice to a level that would provide 
comprehensive services to the community. The City has long advocated for increased funding for 
restorative justice services but the Province maintains it will not advance additional funding. 
The Province's position has resulted in the City funding the Restorative Justice Program. 

In 2008 the City entered into a three year agreement with Touchstone Family Association, 
renewing this contract in 2011 for three additional years, expiring December 31, 2013. 

1 Office of the Parliamentary Budget Officer, March 2013 
2 http://www.statcan.gc.ca/pub/85-002-xl2013001/articleI11803/tbl/tbI02-eng.htm 
3 http://www.domesticviolenceinfo.ca/uploadldocuments/2007-youthcrime.pdf 
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The Richmond Restorative Justice Program uses an alternative approach to the courts that places 
the emphasis on accountability and problem solving as a way of addressing harm that takes place 
when a crime or incident occurs. All direct referrals come from the RCMP to Restorative Justice. 
Touchstone is presently working with the RCMP and retail stores to determine the industry's 
interest in direct referrals of youths. 

In 2012, the number of youth files from the RCMP has decreased from 1,499 in 2011 to 1,129 in 
2012. Consequently, the number of offenders involved in the program also decreased from 74 in 
2011 to 42 in 2012. 

In 2012, there were 36 referrals4 made to the Richmond Restorative Justice Program. The 
average cost to the City is approximately $2,261 per youth offender. Over the past six years the 
average number of referrals is 39 per year at an average cost to the City of $1,850 per youth 
offender. 

The Richmond Restorative Justice Program goal's is to provide an alternative approach to the 
courts that places emphasis on accountability and problem solving as a way of addressing the 
harm that takes place when a crime or incident occurs. RCMP and Touchstone continue to work 
together to ensure the best system is in place and youth crime continues to decline in Richmond. 

Financial Impact 

The annual cost of the contract is $95,000 per year. This amount has remained unchanged since 
the inception of the program in 2008. The term requested is for 3 years from 2014-2016. 

Conclusion 

The contract with Touchstone Family Association to administer Richmond's Restorative Justice 
Program is a service delivery model that strengthens the social health and independence of 
families and children in our community through effective intervention and support services. This 
alternative service delivery model to the court system addresses the harm that takes place when a 
crime or incident occurs, and ensures accountability. The present contract expires in December 
2013 and an additional three year agreement is requested. 

Anne Stevens 
Senior Manager, Community Safety Policy & Programs 
(604-276-4273) 

AS2:as2 

4 A referral can have more than one offender. 
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To: 

From: 

City of 
Richmond 

General Purposes Committee 

Cecilia Achiam 
Director, Administration and Compliance 

Report to Committee 

Date: August 28, 2013 

File: 

Re: Inter-municipal Business Licence Amendment Bylaw No. 9047 

Staff Recommendation 

That Inter-municipal Business Licence Bylaw No. 9040, Amendment Bylaw No. 9047 be given 
first , second and third readings. 

<-
Cecilia chiam 
Director, Administration and Compliance 
(604-276-4122) 

At!. 

REPORT CONCURRENCE 

ROUTED To: CONCURRENCE CONCURRENCE OF GENERAL MANAGER 

Law ~ ,A--; --<--

REVIEWED BY DIRECTORS INITIALS: REVIEWED BY CAO 

~ H ~ 'DIN 
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Staff Report 

Origin 

On July 22, 2013, Richmond City Council adopted Inter-municipal Business Licence Bylaw No. 
9040 ("Bylaw 9040") establishing a scheme amongst five other Metro municipalities that 
provides for construction-related businesses to require only a single Business Licence to work in 
multiple surrounding municipalities, including Burnaby, Delta, New Westminster, Richmond, 
Surrey and Vancouver (,'Metro West IMBL program"). The Metro West IMBL program is 
scheduled to become active on October 1,2013 . 

Because one of the municipalities in the Metro West IMBL program is also a member in an 
existing IMBL scheme with municipalities in the Fraser Valley, a concern arose (after adoption 
of Bylaw 9040) about the potential for confusion among licencees under the two programs. The 
purpose of the proposed bylaw amendment is to address any issues that may arise for a 
participating municipality being a member of more than one IMBL program. 

Findings of Fact 

The City of Surrey currently issues 1MBLs under a program with nine (9) other Fraser Valley 
municipalities, and will be issuing IMBLs under the Metro West IMBL program when it 
becomes active on October 1, 2013. In order to ensure that the IMBLs issued by Surrey under 
the Fraser Valley program are not valid for the Metro West IMBL program, a provision is 
proposed to be added to the IMBL bylaws of all municipalities participating in the Metro West 
IMBL program. The provision would ensure that Fraser Valley IMBLs cannot be used to 
operate in the Metro West municipalities and vice versa. 

The provision in the proposed Amendment Bylaw would also apply if another Metro West 
municipality decides to participate in other IMBL programs. 

Financial Impact 

There is no financial impact associated to this report 

Conclusion 

The Amendment Bylaw will bring greater clarity to the jurisdictional boundaries of an IMBL 
holder when carrying on business amongst municipalities that may be participating in more than 
one IMBL program, as well as establish consistent wording with the IMBL bylaws of other 
Metro W ~municiPalities . 

. Glenn McLaughlin 
Chief-Licence Inspector & Risk Manager 
(604-276-4136) 

WGM:wgm 
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City of Richmond Bylaw 9047 

INTER-MUNICIPAL BUSINESS LICENCE BYLAW No 9040, 
Amendment Bylaw No. 9047 

The Council of the City of Richmond enacts as follows: 

I. Inter-municipal Business Licence Bylaw No. 9040, is amended by: 

(a) adding the follow ing as scction 19: 

" 19. Despite any other provision of this Bylaw, an inter-municipal Business 
Licence granted in accordance with th is Bylaw does not grant the 
holder a licence to operate in any jurisdi ction other than within the 
jurisdictional boundaries of the Participating Municipalities. A 
business licence granted under any other inter-municipal business 
licence scheme is dt.'Cmed not to exist for the purposes of this Bylaw 
even j f a Participating Municipality is a participating member of the 
other inter-municipal business licence scheme." 

(b) re-numbering the existing sections 19, 20 and 2 t as sections 20, 21 and 22 
respectively. 

2. This Bylaw is cited as "Inter-municipa l Business Licence Bylaw No. 9040, 
Amendment Bylaw No. 9047". 

FIRST READING 

SECOND READING 

THIRD READING 

ADOPTED 

MAYOR CORPORATE OFFICER 

3924263 

CITY OF 
RICHMOND 

APPROVED 
forcontentby 

~~ 
APP;~;D lor leg lily 
by Solicitor 

"1 
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To: 

From: 

City of 
Richmond 

General Purposes Committee 

Andrew Nazareth 
General Manager, 
Finance and Corporate Services 
Services 

Report to Committee 

Date: August 15, 2013 

Fite: 2275-20-431NoI1 

Re: Cadence City Child Care Facility - 5640 Hollybridge Way 
Potential Acquisition from Cressey Gilbert Development LLP 

Staff Recommendation 

That: 

1. Staff be authorised to purchase the Cadence Child Care Facility based on the terms and 
conditions as set out in RZ 12-602449 and the staff report dated January 22, 2013 to 
Planning Committee; 

2. Staff be authorised to transfer $874,000 from the Child Care Development Reserve Fund 
and such funds to be utilized to complete the proposed transaction; 

3. An amendment to the City's Five Year Financial Plan (2013-2017) to include $874,000 
for the purchase, of an independent air space parcel which is to include a fully 
constructed facility. to be known as Cadence Child Care Facility with funding to come 
from the City's Childcare Development Reserve Fund be brought forward for Council 
consideration; and 

4. The Chief Administrative Officer and the General Manager, Finance & Corporate 
Services are authorised to complete the negotiations and execute the Purchase and Sale 4 ~nt in regards to the purchase of Cadence Child Care Facility. 

Anarew Nazareth 
General Manager, Finance and Corporate Services (4095) 

REPORT CONCURRENCE 

ROUTEOTO: CONCURRENCE CONCURRENCE OF G ENERAL MANAGER 

Finance Division rV ..{.-.> --<--
Law ~ 
Planning ~ Community Social Development 
Facilities ;t 
REVIEWEO BY DIRECTORS INITIALS: REVIEWED BY CAO 

Dw ~\j ~~ :v . ~ , 3897 32 I 
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Staff Report 

Origin 

Cressey Gilbert Development LLP ("Cressey") has applied to the City for permission to develop 
a mixed-use development that includes 245 residential units, commercial space and a 465 m2 

(5 ,000 fi') childcare facility at 5640 Hollybridge Way (see AU. 1&2). On January 22, 2013, 
Planning Comminee passed a recommendation to give first reading to Bylaw 8957 (RZ 12-
602449) to rezone the development site from " Industrial Business Park (IS 1)" to "Residential / 
Limited Commercial (RCL3)". 

Planning, Community Services and Project Development staff have worked extensively with 
Cressey on the design and layout of the childcare faci lity as part of the Development Permit 
process and for the preparation of the legal documentation being prepared under the Rezoning 
Conditions (RZ 12-602449) and included in the staff report dated January 22, 2013 to Planning 
Committee meeting. 

In summary, Rezoning Considerations include the requirement to create an airspace parcel to 
include the childcare and its outdoor play area, to be transferred to the City in fee-simple 
ownership. The dedicated childcare parking and refuse/recycling areas are being located within 
easements in favour of the Childcare Air Space parcel. 

The origin and need for this report is as per Rezoning Consideration (Sec. 10 (c) viii. A&8) 
regarding the Child Care Facility. 

This project supports the Council Term Goals #2, Community Social Services, #7, Managing 
Growth and Development, & #10, Community Wellness. 

Analys is 

The applicant, Cressey, will be constructing a turnkey child care facility located on the fifth level 
of the affordable housing block facing the landscaped podium. This childcare facility size is well 
beyond the approximate 328 m2 (3,530 if) area that the applicant is required to provide under 
the density bonus provisions of the RCL3 zoning and City Centre Area Plan' s (CCAP's) Village 
Centre Bonus. Community Services advised that a larger 465 m2 (5,000 fI?) facility is far 
preferable than having two (2) smaller child care facilities. With this in mind, staff coordinated 
the review of the IntraCorp rezoning application at 5440 Hollybridge Way (RZ 09-506904) and 
the Cressey application at 5640 Hollybridge Way. While Cressey will initially fund the 
construction of the entire child care facility, up to $874,000 will be paid by the City for the area 
beyond which Cressey is responsible under the RCL3 zoning and CCAP. The $874,000 is based 
on the contribution that IntraCorp agreed to pay as a rezoning consideration to transfer their 
Village Centre Bonus 180 m2 (I ,942 fi2) child care obligation to the subject site. 

The Rezoning Considerations for the Cressey development included the ability for the City to 
lease the childcare faci lity with an option to purchase the facility for up to $874,000 at such time 
that City received the funds from the IntraCorp development. Since the $874,000 was received 
from IntraCorp in early 2013, the City no longer needs to enter into an option to purchaseflease 
arrangement. Thus, staff are preparing a Purchase and Sale Agreement (PSA) based on the terms 
ofRZ 12-602449, to allow the City to acquire the childcare facility from Cressey for up to 
$8741000 when the facility is completed to the City's satisfaction. 
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A separate report to committee will follow with respect to operator selection and leasing this 
fac ility to the operator. 

Financial Impact 

Based on the previous rezoning (RZ 09-506904) at 5440 Hollybridge Way, Intracorp paid 
$874,000 to the City to be utilized for development of the Cadence Child Care Facility, and the 
City will be utilizing those funds to purchase the subject Cadence Child Care Facility. Based on 
the funds being already received, the acquisition as contemplated in this agreement wi ll have no 
capital financial impact to the City as the OST portion that is payable as part of the sale, will be 
100% refundable. 

The $874,000 contribution from IntraCorp was received February 3, 2013 and is currently 
residing in the Child Care Development Reserve Fund. The 2013 ·2017 Five Year Financial Plan 
Bylaw will be amended to include funding 0[$874,000 from the Child Care Development 
Reserve Fund for the acquisition of the Cadence Childcare Care Facility. 

Conclusion 

Staff are seeking Council approval to be authorised to purchase the Cadence Child Care Facility 
based on the tenns and conditions as set out in RZ 12-602449 and to utilize the $874,000 in the 
Chi ld Care Development Reserve Fund for this transaction. 

~~ 
Kirk Taylor 
Manager, Real Estat 
(604-276-42 12) 
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To: 

City of 
Richmond 

Planning Committee 

Report to Committee 
Planning and Development Department 

Date: August 28, 2013 

From: Joe Erceg File: 
General Manager, Planning and Development 

Re: Richmond Response: Three Proposed Metro Vancouver Regional Growth Strategy 
Amendments: Township of Langley (North Murrayville, Hendricks, Highway #1 1 
200'" Street) 

Staff Recommendation 

That, as per the report from the General Manager, Planning and Development, dated 
August 28, 2013, titled: Richmond Response: Three Proposed Melro Vancouver Regional 
Growth Strategy (RGS) Amendments: Township of Langley (Highway # 1 12001h Street, 
Hendricks, North Murrayville), Council advise Metro Vancouver that the City of Richmond: 

(\) For the Highway # 1 / 200th Street Area, supports proposed Regional Growth Strategy 
amendment, as it is consistent with the 2040 Regional Growth Strategy and will enable the 
Township to better meet its long term employment land and development needs; 

(2) For the Hendricks area, notes that the area is in the Agricultural Land Reserve and, in such 
situations, 2040 RGS Policy 2.3.4 does not enable the MV Board to move the Urban 
Containment Boundary to locate the area within it, or to re-designate the affected area from 
RGS Agricultural to another RGS designation; 

(3) For the North Murrayville area, notes that the area is in the Agricultural Land Reserve and, in 
such situations, 2040 RGS Policy 2.3.4 does not enable the MV Board to move the Urban 
Containment Boundary to locate the area within it, or to re-des ignate the affected area from 
RGS Agricultural to another RGS designation; and 

(4) Requests that, to improve RGS amendment reviews, Metro Vancouver staff: (a) ensure that 
future RGS amendment packages are more complete and (b) provide a more comprehensive 
assessment and an opinion regarding the acceptability of proposed RGS amendments, before 
they are circulated for comment (e.g., to the MV Regional PI arming Advisory Committee, 
MV Regional Planning and Agricultural Committee, MV Board and local governments). 

/fg, Gene'-ra"'\--"'1 

Plalming and Dev 
JE:rtc 
Art. 4 
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REPORT CONCURRENCE 

CONCURRENCE OF GENERAL MANAGER 

REVIEWED BY DIRECTORS INITIALS: 

t:vJ 
REVIEWED BY CAO 
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Staff Report 

Orig in 

On May 22, 2013, Metro Vancouver (MV) Board (Board) invited the affected local 
governments, including Richmond, to comment on three proposed Regional Growth Strategy 
(RGS) amendments requested by the Township of Langley, in the North Murrayville, Hendricks 
and Highway 1 / 200 Street areas (Attachments 1 and 2). This report responds to Metro 
Vancouver's invitation. The MY deadline for a response was September 20, 2013, but Metro 
Vancouver has extended thi s to September 27, 2013 to accommodate several municipalities 
meeting schedules. (Note: MV staff also advise that if necessary, after September 27, they will 
present late local government responses "on table" at Metro Vancouver Board and Committee 
meetings, but they would not be included in MY staff' s analysis). 

20 11 - 2014 Council Tenn goals 
This addresses the following 201 1 -2014 Council Tenn Goal: 

7. Managing Growth and Development 

Analysis 

Below, each proposed RGS amendment is described, along with the required type of RGS 
amendments and a staff recommendation: 

1. T he Highway #1 / 200th Street Area 

Type of RGS Amendment 
The proposal is for a Type 3 RGS amendment requiring a 
50 + 1 MV Board vote. 

Description of Area 
The parcel is approximately 23 hectares (57 acres) and 
includes an 8.3 hectare (20.5 acre) mobile home park. 

Ins ide the Urban Contai nment Boundary? Yes, it is in the UeB. 

Part o f the Ag ricultural Land Reserve? No, it is not in the ALR. 

Existing Regional Growth Strategy Designation Mixed Employment 

Township of Langley's Requests 
To re-designate the area from RGS Mixed Employment 
(office and industrial) to RGS General Urban. 

Tow nship of Langley's Reason To accommodate a mixed use (includes reSidential) 
devetopment. 

Discussion 
In response to a concern that the proposed RGS amendment appears to cause a loss of23 
hectares (57 acres) of Mixed Employment lands, Township staff advise thi s will not be the 
case, as the area is not all comprised of mixed employment uses (e.g. , the 8.3 hectare mobile 
home park which will continue). Also the Township's 2010 Employment Lands Study 
indicates that to 2035, it is estimated that the Township will have a surplus of 49 hectares 
(120 acres) of employment lands and, as well , there is additional flexib il ity to designate 
further employment lands within the Township. 
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Staff Recommendation 
City staffreconunend that the proposed RGS amendment be supported as it is consistent with 
the 2040 RGS and will enable the Township to better meet long tenn employment land and 
develop needs . 

2. The Hendricks Area 

The proposal is for a Type 2 RGS amendment requiring a MV 
Type of RGS Amendment public hearing and a two-thirds weighted Metro Vancouver 

Board vole. 

Description of Area The parcel is approximately 4 ha (10 acres). long. narrow and 
partially treed. 

Inside the Urban Containment Boundary? No, it is outside the UCB. 

Part of the Agricultural Land Reserve? Yes, it is in the AlR. 

Existing Regional Growth Strategy Designation Agricultural 

(1 ) To move the Urban Containment Boundary so as to 

Township of Langley's Requests 
include the area. 

(2) To re-designate the area from RGS Agricultural to RGS 
General Urban. 

Township of Langley's Reason To allow for 21 single family lots (e.g., +/- 0.5 acres each). 

Discussion 
Similar to the North Murrayville Area below, two relevant 2040 RGS Polices are: (1 ) Policy 
2.3.4 which states that Metro Vancouver's role is to "work with the Agricultural Land 
Commission to protect the region's agriculturalland base and not amend the Agricultural or 
Rural land use designation of a site if it is sti ll part of the Agricultural Land Reserve, except 
to change it to an Agricultural land use designation", and (2) Policy 6.1 1.2 states "In 
accordance with the Agricultural Land Commission Act, in the event that there is an 
inconsistency between the regional land use designations or policies set out in the Regional 
Growth Strategy and the requirements of the Agricultural Land Commission Act or 
regulations and orders made pursuant thereto, the Agricultural Land Commission 
requirements will prevail". These two RGS policies are some of the strongest in the RGS. 

The ALC refused to exclude this area in 1993,2003 and 2009 for the following reasons: 
partially to avoid conflict with the RGS, partially to avoid ALR non-farm use speculation 
(e.g., country residential), the site has some very limited suitability for agriculture, and within 
the ALR the area, can be subdivided for residential uses on the understanding that there will 
be edge planting and possibly an agricultural land trust establ ished to benefit agriculture 
(TBD). Attachment 4 presents the ALC's April 23, 20 10 letter to Alan Hendricks in the 
Township of Langley which denies the ALR exclusion. 

On August 28, 2013, MY staff and ALC staff both verified that thi s area is still in the ALR. 
However, the ALC advises that, even though this area is in the ALR, they support the 
proposed RGS amendment. In effect, this would allow a non excluded ALR area to be 
located in the Urban Containment Boundary and re-designated from RGS Agriculture to 
RGS General Urban. As indicated above according to RGS Policy 2.3 .4 which states that 
Metro Vancouver's role is to "work with the Agricultural Land Commission to protect the 
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region's agricultural land base and not amend the Agricultural or Rural land use designation 
ofa site ifit is still part of the Agricultural Land Reserve, except to change it to an 
Agricultural land use designation", the ALe's advice is not acceptable. Currently in the 
Metro Vancouver Region, the ALR boundary and Urban Containment Boundary are not 
coterminous and there are some ALR areas within the Urban Containment Boundary; RGS 
Policy 2.34 indicates that lands in the ALR can no longer. be included in the Urban 
Containment Boundary or re-designated non RGS Agriculture. 

Staff recommendation 
Staff recommend not supporting the proposed RGS amendment as the area is in the 
Agricultural Land Reserve and, in such situations, 2040 RGS Policy 2.3.4 does not enable the 
MV Board to move the Urban Containment Boundary to locate the area within it, or to 
re-designate the affected area from RGS Agricultural to another RGS designation. 

3. North Murrayville Area 

The proposal is for a Type 2 RGS amendment requiring a 
Type of RGS Amendment Metro Vancouver public hearing and a two-thirds 

weighted Metro Vancouver Board vote. 

The area is approximately B ha (20 acres) and the 
Description of Area Agricultural Land Commission regards it as suitable for 

agriculture. 

Inside the Urban Containment Boundary? No, it is outside the UCB. 

Part of the Agricultural Land Reserve? Yes, it is in the ALR. 

Existing Regional Growth Strategy Designation Agricultural 

(1 ) To move the Urban Containment Boundary so as to 

Township of Langley's Requests include the area. 
(2) To re-designate the area from RGS Agricultural to 

RGS General Urban. 

To make a more consistent land use pattern along the 
north side of 52 Avenue 

(Richmond staff note: The area is partially green field 

Township of Langley's Reason and partially used by a nursery. There is no 
development proposal. If the proposed RGS 
amendment were approved, Township of Langley 
staff suggest that the area may become mostly 
residential with better edge planning). 

Discussion 
Two relevant 2040 RGS Policies are: (1) Policy 2.3.4 which states that Metro Vancouver' s 
role is to "work with the Agricultural Land Commission to protect the region's agricultural 
land base and not amend the Agricultural or Rural land use designation of a site if it is still 
part of the Agricultural Land Reserve, except to change it to an Agricultural land use 
designation", and (2) Policy 6.11 .2 which states: "tn accordance with the Agricultural Land 
Commission Act, in the event that there is an inconsistency between the regional land use 
designations or poLicies set out in the Regional Growth Strategy and the requirements of the 
Agricultural Land Commission Act or regulations and orders made pursuant thereto, the 
Agricultural Land Commission requirements will prevail" . These two RGS policies are some 
of the strongest in the 2040 RGS. 
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The affected area was reviewed by the Agricultural Land Commission in 1980 and in 2013. 
The proposed amendment is not supported by the Agricultural Land Commission as it is 
suitable for agriculture and not excluded from the ALR (Attachment 3: the ALe' s 
June 7, 2013 letter to the Township of Langley, Item 10). On August 28, 20 13, MY staff and 
ALe staff both verified that this area is still in the ALR. The AL e does not support the 
proposed RGS amendment, as the area,is in the ALR. 

Staff Recornmendation 
Staff recommend not supporting the proposed RGS amendment as the area is in the 
Agricultural Land Reserve and, in such situations, 2040 RGS Policy 2.3.4 does not enable the 
MY Board 10 move the Urban Contairunent Boundary to locate the area within it, or to re­
designate the affected area from RGS Agricultural to another RGS designation. 

Recommendations To Improve The Metro Vancouver RGS Amendment Packages 

While Metro Vancouver is to be commended for the quality of their reports, this RGS 
amendment package was found to be lacking in clarity and detail which made reviewing the 
proposal more difficult that it should have been. Specifically, the report lacked: (1) accurate 
mapping and details ofthe affected sites, street names and ALR boundary, (2) details and 
reasons why the local government was making the RGS amendment request, (3) the history of 
relevant Agricultural Land Commission (ALC) exclusion decisions and a rationale for their 
recommendation, and (4) an analysis and preliminary opinion by MY staff regard ing the 
proposed RGS amendment (It is acknowledged that the MY staff opinion may change, as the 
review process evolves). 

Tn the absence of the above, Riclunond City staff had to take significant time to the contact the 
Township of Langley, ALC and Metro Vancouver staff several times, to clarify mapping, details, 
chronologies and facts. 

To improve RGS amendment reviews, it is recommended that Metro Vancouver staff: (a) ensure 
that future RGS amendment packages are more complete and (b) provide a more comprehensive 
assessment and an opinion regarding the acceptability of proposed RGS amendments before they 
are circulated for comment (e.g., to the MV Regional Planning Advisory Committee, MV 
Regional Planning and Agricultural Committee, MV Board and local governments). 

Next Steps 

MV staff will present their report with ail local.govemment comments to the October 4, 2013, 
MV Regional Planning and Agri cultural Committee meeting and on October 25, 2013 , the MV 
Board will review the matter. If an MV Public Hearing is necessary, it will likely be held in 
November 2013, with the final MV Board decision before December 31 , 2013. 

Financial Impact 

N one. 
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Conclusion 

City staff have reviewed three proposed Metro Vancouver Regional Growth Strategy 
amendments initiated by the Township of Langley and reconunend that one be accepted and two 
not be accepted as they are in the Agricultural Land reserve. 

Terry Crowe, 
Manager Policy Planning (4 139) 

TIC:cas 

Attachment Description 

Maps of The Three (3) Proposed MV RGS Amendments For The Township of Langley: 
- A map showing the (1) North Murrayville Area , (2) Hendricks Area and (3) Highway # 1/200 

Attachment 1 Street Area , and 
- A detailed North Murrayville Map, for clarity. 
- A detailed Hendricks Area Map, for clarity. 

July 29, 2013 • Notification Letter From Metro Vancouver To Richmond Inviting Comment 
Regarding Three Proposed MV RGS Amendments for the Township of Langley (North 
Murrayville, Hendricks , Highway #1 1200th Street): includes: 
- 5.2 - AJuly 5, 2013, MV staff report to the July 19, 2013 MV Regional Planning Advisory 

Attachment 2 
Committee (RPAC) 

- 5.2 Attachment 1 - A June 25, 2013 MV staff report to the July 5, 2013 MV Regional 
Planning and Agriculture Committee (RPAAC) 

- June 24, 2013 - A Letter From the Township of Langley to the MV Board requesting the 
three RGS Amendments 

- Note the last two documents are duplicated in Attachment 1 

Attachment 3 
June 7, 2013 - ALe Letter to The Township of Langley refusing the North Murrayville Area ALR 
exclusion 

Attachment 4 April 23,2010 - ALe letter to Alan Hendricks refusing the Hendricks Area ALR exclusion 
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ATTACHMENT 1 

Regional Growth Strategy Designations 

Urban Containment Boundary 

II Conservation_Recreation 

General Urban 

II Agriculture 

II Rural 

III Mixed Employment 

D Proposed Amendments 
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Map ofthe North Murrayville Area 

Proposed RGS Amendment Area 
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ATTACHMENT 1 

Map of the Hendricks Area 

Proposed RGS Amendment Area 
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JUL 2 9 2013 

Mayor Malcolm Brodie 

and Members of Council 
City of Richmond 

6911 NO.3 Road 
Richmond, Be V6Y 2(1 

Dear Mayor Brodie and Members of Co unci!: , 

Opf'"¥"o.k Oct/OI1 
Board and Information Services, Corporate Services 

Tel. 604-432-6250 Fax604-451-6686 
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FC ·. ::foe€~- F~1 
File: CR-04-01-RD 
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DB '-" 

. 

Re: Notification of Three Proposed Amendments to the Metro Vancouver Regional Growth 
Strategy land Use Designation Map - Township of Langley 

This letter provides notification to affected local governments and other agencies, in accordance with 
section 857.1(2) of the Local Government Act and sections 6.4.2, 6.4.4 and 6.4.5 of the Regional 
Growth Strategy. Metro Vancouver1 received a Council resolution from the Township of l angley 
requesting three amendments to the Regional Growth Strategy l and Use Designation Map: 

1. Type 2 Amendment (Hendricks) to extend the Urban Containment Boundary and amend the 
land use designation map from Agricul tural to General Urban. 

2. Type 2 Amendment (North Murrayville) to extend the Urban Containment Boundary and 
amend the land use designation map from Agricultural to General Urban. 

3. Type 3 Amendment (200 Street and Highway #1) to amend the land use designation map from 
Mixed Employment to General Urban. 

Please refer to the attached reports for a description of the requested amendments. 

A Type 2 amendment to the Regional Growth Strategy requires an amendment bylaw passed by an 
affirmative two-thirds weighted vote of the Metro Va ncouver Board and a regional public hearing. A 
Type 3 amendment requires an amendment bylaw passed by an affirmative 50%+1 weighted vote of 
the Board. 

On July 26, i013, the Metro Vancouver Board initiated the Regiona l Growth Strategy amendment 
process for the three requested amendments. Regional Growth Strategy Section 6.4.2 Notification and 
Request/or Comments, states that for all proposed amendments to the Regional Growth Str:a eg, _ e 
Metro Vancouver Boa rd wil l: AI of R I OIf~1-t 

a) provide written notice of the proposed amendment to all affected local gove , nts;oATE C?./ ..... 

I Greater Vancouver Regional District 
JUL 3 (I 2:113 0 \ 
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ATTACHMENT 2 
Notification of Three Proposed An. ,ments to the Metro Vancouver Regional Growth ~ ,elY Land Use Designation Map-
Township of Langley 
Page 2 of 2 

b) provide a minimum of 30 days for affected local governments, and the appropriate agencies, to 
respond to the proposed amendment; 

c) post notification of the proposed amendment on the Metro Vancouver website, for a min imum 
of 30 days; 

d) if the proposed amendment is to change a site from Industrial or Mixed Employment to 

General Urban land use designation, provide written notice and a minimum of 30 days for Port 
Metro Vancouver, the Vancouver International Ai rport Authority, the Ministry of 

Transportation and Infrastructure and/or the Agricultura l l and Commission, as appropriate, to 
respond to the proposed amendment. 

You are invited to provide written comments on the requested amendments to the Regional Growth 
Strategy. Please provide comments in the form of a Council/Boa rd resolution, as applicable, and 
submit to paulette.vetleson@metrovancouver.orgbyFriday, September 20,2013. Following the 

comment period, the Metro Vancouver Board will consider initial readings of a Regional Growth 
Strategy Bylaw amendment for each of the requested amendments. 

If you have any questi ons with respect to the proposed amendment, please contact Terry Hoff, Senior 

Regional Planner, at 604-436-6703 or terry.hotf@metrovancouver.org. More information and a copy of 
the Regional Growth Strategy can be found on our website at www.metrovancouver.org. 

Sincerely, 

Paulette Vetleson 

Director/Corporate Officer, Board and Information SelVices 

PV/ HM/th 

Attachments: 

1. Report to the Metro Vancouver Board meeting on July 26,2013, titled 'Township of Langley Request to 
Amend the Regional Growth Strategy', dated June 21, 2013. 

2. Report to the Metro Vancouver Regional Planning Advisory Committee meeting on July 19, 2013, titled 
'Township of Langley Request to Amend Regional Growth Strategy Land Use Designations', dated July 5, 
2013. 
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~ S(RVICES ANo S.OLUTIONS FOil A LIVABLE REGION 4310 KIllgi way, BUn'laby, Be, Can&da VSH 4GS 604-432-6200 wI>{W.me1 rovaocouver,org 

To: Regional Plann1ng Advisory Committee 

From: Terry Hoff, Senior Regional Planner, Policy, Planning and Envi ronment Department 

Date: July 5,2013 Meeting Date: July 19, 2013 

Subject : Township of Langley Request to Amend Regional Grow th Strategy Land Use 
Designat ions 

RECOMMENDATION 
That the Regional Planning Advisory Committee provide comments on the proposed Regional 
Growth Strategy amendments re,quested by the Township of langley. 

PURPOSE 
The purpose of this report is to provide the opportunity for the Regional Planning Advisory 
Committee (RPAC) to comment on requested Regional Growth Strategy (RGS) land use deSignation 
amendments submitted by the Township of l angley. . 

DISCUSSION 
On June 17, 2013 the Township of Langley Council passed a motion "That Council submit a request 
to t he Board of the Greater Vancouver Regiona l Dist rict for amendments to the Regional Growth 
Strategy land use designations as set out in Schedule A of Bylaw No. 5000". Reference to Bylaw No. 
SOOO is the To'wnship's proposed new Official Community Plan. and Schedule A Is the new Regional 
Context Statement contained within the new OCP. This bylaw received 1" and 2nd readings on June 
17, 2013. Schedule A (draft RCS) identifies three "significant changes to the Regional Land Use 
Designations" that "will require amendment to the RGS in conformity with Metro Vancouver RGS 
Amendment procedures". In a letter dated June 24, 2013 to Metro Vancouve r Board Chair Moore, 
t he Township notified Metro Vancouver of the requested amendments. 

Following a RGS amendment request by resolution of a member municipal Council, RGS Section 
6.4.1 states that the process to initiate the amendment I~ by resolution of the Metro Vancouver 
Board. Metro staff submitted a RGS Amendment report to the July S, 2013 meeting of Metro 
Vancouver's Regional Planning and Agriculture Committee, with the following recommendations: 
That the Board: 

a) initiate Regional Growth Strategy amendment procedures for three amendments requested 
by the Township of langley; and 

b) direct staff to provide written notice of the proposed amendments to al1 affected local 
governments and appropriate agencies. 

The Metro Vancouver report tit led "Township of l angley Request to Amend the Regional Growth 
Strategy" is included as Attachment 1. The purpose of this report is only to identify the 
amendments being requested by the Township, and to request the Board initiate RGS amendment 
procedures. A very brief summary of each requested amendment is provided in that report, but the 
report does not include an ana lysis of RGS implications or recommendations regarding the support 
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Township of Langley Request to Amend Regional Growth Strategy Land Use Designations 
Regiona) Planning Advisorv Committee Meeting Date: July 19, 2013 
Page2of3 

ATTACHMENT 2 

or non-support of the requested amendments. The Metro Vancouver Board will consider initiating 
the requested amendments at the July 26, 2013 Board meeting. Below is an excerpt from the 
Metro staff report" providing a brief summary and overview map of the requested amendments (See 

Map in Attachment 1). 

North Murrayville 
The request to redesignate approximately 8 hectares from RGS Agricultural to RGS General Urban 
and move the Urban Containment Boundary with an aim to making a more consistent urban land 
use pattern along the north side of 52 Avenue. This is a Type 2 RGS amendment, requiring a public 
hearing and adoption of a by-taw to amend the RGS by a two-thirds weighted Metro Vancouver 
Board vote. The parcel is within the Agricultural land Reserve. The proposed amendment is not 
supported by the Agricultural land Commission (as indicated in a June 7, 2013 letter to the 
Township of langley). RGS Section 2.3.4 states that Metro Vancouver's role is to "work with the 
Agricultural Land Commission to protect the region's agricultural land base and not amend the 
Agricultural or Rural land use designation of a site if it is still part of the Agricultural land Reserve, 
except to change it to an Agricultural land use designation". 

Hendricks 
The request is to redesignate approximately 4 hectares of land from RCS Agricultural to RGS 
General Urban, and to extend the Urban Containment Boundary, to allow for 21 single family 
residential lots. This is a Type 2 RGS amendment, requiring a public hearing and adoption of a by­
law to amend the RGS by a two-thirds weighted Metro Vancouver Board vote. This application is 
also located within the Agricultural land Reserve; however, the land use and proposed RGS 
amendment is supported by the Agricultural Land Commission as an acceptable non-farm use that 
benefits agriculture (as stated in a June 7, 2013 lette r from the AlC to the Township). 

Highway #1/200th Street 
The third proposed amendment would redesignate approximately 23 hectares of land from RGS 
Mixed Employment to RGS General Urban to accommodate residential development. This is a Type 
3 amendment requiring a 50%+1 weighted vote of the Metro Vancouver Board. 

Tow nship of .langley Description of Proposed RGS Amendments 
The Township's RGS amendment request refers to OCP amendment Bylaw No. 5000, Schedule A 
(draft Regional Context Statement). Within the draft Res is a brief rationale and map for each of 
the three requested RG5 amendments. The relevant excerpt from the draft RCS is included as 
Attachment 2, with #4 Highway 1 / 200 Street, #11 North Murrayville and #13 Hendricks. Note that 
other locations seen on the excerpt table and maps refer to 17 additional RGS land designation 
amendments the Township is proposing within the RCS as 'generally consistenti under RGS Section 
6.2.6. 

RGS Amendments Procedures Bylaw - RPAC Comment 
While RGS amendment procedures are established in the RGS, the Regional Growth Strategy 
Procedures Bylaw No 1148, 2011 established additional procedures for Regional Growth Strategy 
amendment requests. The Procedures Bylaw requires that, within four weeks of receiving the 
amendment request, Metro Vancouver staff refer the requested amendments to the Regional 
Planning Advisory Committee for comment. The Regional Planning Advisory Committee then must, 
within four weeks of receiving the Metro Vancouver staff report, provide comments to Metro 
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Township of langley Request to Amend Regional Growth Strategy land Use Designations 
Regional Planning Advisory Committee Meeting Date: JulV 19, 2013 

Page30f3 

Vancouver in the form of a resolution. The Regional Planning Advisory Committee comments will 
then be considered by Metro Vancouver staff In preparing recommendations to the Regional 
Planning and Agriculture Committee and Metro Vancouver Board on the proposed amendment. 
The Regional Planning AdVisory Committee's resolution /comments will be attached to the Metro 
Vancouver Board report. 

It is anticipated that Metro staff will submit a report and recommendations on RGS amendment 
bylaw introduction to the Regional Planning and Agriculture Committee and the Board in October. A 
Public Hea ring is anticipated for mid November, with a Board decision anticipated in late 
November. . 

ALTERNATIVES 
1. That the Regional Planning Advisory Committee provide comments on the proposed Regional 

Growth Strategy amendments as requested by the Township of Langley. 
2. That the Regional Planning Advisory Committee receive for information the report dated July 5, 

2013 and titled Township of Langley Request to Amend Regional Growth Strategy Land Use 
Designations. 

SUMMARY I CONCLUSION 
The Regional Planning Advisory Committee Is requested to provide comments on the Regional 
Growth Strategy amendments as submitted by the Township of Langley. Any comments provided 
will be considered in a Metro Vancouver staff report and recommendations to the Regional 
Plann ing and Agricultu re Committee and the Met ro Vancouver Board. 

Attachments and References: 
1. Metro Vancouver staff report to the July 5, 2013 meeting of the Regional Planning and 

Agriculture Committee (Doc. #7580711) 

2. E)(cerpt from Township of Langley OCP Amendment Bylaw No. 5000 - Schedu le A Regional 
Context Statement (Doc. #7581291). 

7574862 
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ATTACHMENT 2 

~ metrovancouver 
~ SERVICES AND SOlUTIONS FOR A UV,oIBlE REGION 4330 Klngsway, 6urn~ by, BC, CanJda VSH 11GB 604·<132·6200 www.metrovan(OUvet,org 

To: 

From: 

Date: 

Regional Planning and Agriculture Committee 

Heather McNeli, Regional Planning Division Manager 
Planning, Policy and Environment 

June 25, 2013 Meeting Date: July 5, 2013 

Subject: "Tow nsh ip of l angley Request t o Amend the Regional Growth Strategy 

RECOMMENDATION 
That the Board: 
aJ initiate Regional Growth Strategy amendment procedures for three amendments requested 

by the Township of Langley; and 
b) direct staff to provide written notice of the proposed amendments to all affected local 

governments and appropriate agencies. 

PURPOSE 
To provide the Board with the opportunity to initiate Regional Growth Strategy procedures for 
three proposed amendments submitted by the Township of Langley. 

BACKGROUND 
Section 6.4.1 of the Regional Growth Strategy (RGS) establishes that the process to initiate 
amendments . to the RGS is by resolution of the Metro Vancouver Board. On June 17, 2013 
Township of Langley Council passed a resolution, "That Council submit a request to the Board of the 
Greater Vancouver Regional District for amendments to the Regional Growth Strategy land use 
designations as set out in Schedule A of Bylaw No. 5000" . The Township of langley Council 
resolution is included as Attachment 1 to this report, and a map showing the location of the three 
proposed amendments is included as Attachment 2 . 

. DISCUSSION 

The Proposed Amendments 
The Township of langley Counci l resolution refers to three proposed Regional Growth Strategy Land 
Use Designation amendments. 

North Murrayvil le 

The first of the three (Attachment 2) is a proposal to re-designate RGS Agricul tural to RGS General 
Urban and move the Urban Containment Boundary with an aim to making a more consistent land 
use pattern along the north side of S2 Avenue. This is a Type 2 RGS amendment, requiring a public 
hearing and adoption of a by-law to amend the RGS by a two-th irds weighted Metro Vancouver 
Board vote. The parcel is within the Agricultu ral Land Reserve. The proposed amendment is not 
supported by the Agricultural Land Commission (as indicated in a June 7, 2013 letter to the 
Township of Langley). RGS Section 2.3.4 stat es that Metro Vancouver's role is to "work with the 
Agricu ltural Land Commission to protect the region's agricultural land base and not amend the 
Agricultural or Rural land use designation of a site if it is still part of the Agricultural Land Reserve, 
except to change it to an Agricultural land use designation". 

CNCL - 95
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Regional Planning and Agriculture Committee Meeting Date: July S, 2013 
Page2of3 . 

Hendricks 

ATTACHMENT 2 

The second proposed amendment (Attachment 2) is to re-deslgnate approximately 4 hectares of 
land f rom RCS Agricultural to RGS General Urban, and to extend the Urban Containment Boundary, 
to allow for 21 si ngle family residential lots. This is a Type 2 RGS amendment. requiring a public 
hearing and adoption of a by-law to amend the RGS by a two-thirds weighted Metro Vancouver 
Board vote. This application is also located within the Agricultural Land Reserve, however. the land 
use and proposed RGS amendment is supported by the Agricultural land Commission as an 
acceptable non-farm use that benefits agriculture (as stated in a June 7. 2013 letter to the 
Township). 

Highway #1120oth Street 
The third proposed amendment (Attactiment 2) would re-designate approximately 23 hectares of 
land from RGS Mixed Employment to RGS General Urban for residential use. T his is a Type 3 
amendment, requiring adoption of a by-law to amend the RGS by a 50%+1 weighted vote of the 
Metro Vancouver Board. 

Considering the Request 
Once an RGS amendment process is initiated by the Board, staff will Initiate a notification period 
(minimum 30 days) and prepare the necessary reports. "Regional Growth Strategy Procedures 
Bylaw No 1148, 2011H requires that Metro Vancouver first prepare a draft report for the Regional 
Planning Advisory Committee (RPAC) (planning directors from each member municipality). The 
report will include a description of RGS prOVisions applicable to each amendment. and is anticipated 
for the July 19. 2013 meeting of RPAC. The Regional Planning Advisory Committee then must, within 
four weeks, provide their comments as a resolution to Metro Vancouver staff. The Regional 
Planning Advisory Committee comments will then be considered by Metro Vancouver staff in 
preparing a report and recommendations to the Board. 

A staff report providing a detailed analysIs and recommendations to the Board regarding each of 
the proposed amendments is antiCipated for the Regional Planning and Agriculture Committee and 
Board in October 2013. It will be accompanied by any comments received from the Regional 
Planning Advisory Committee and affected local governments and agencies. Recommendations will 
include: 

• whether to proceed or not to proceed with bylaw introduction for each of the proposed 
amendments; and 

• for each of those amendments recommended to proceed, a draft RGS amendment bylaw, a 
recommendation that the Board give 1st and 2nd Readings to the amendment bylaw and 
direct staff to set a date for Public Hearing. 

RGS Amendment Process 
Table 1 outlines the process envisioned for this proposed amendment and is based on the 
requ irements of the RGS for minor amendments and the RGS Implementat ion Guideline #2 -
Amendments to .the Regional Growth Strategy. 
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Township of Langley Request to Amend the Regional Growth Strategy 
Regional Plannin.g and Agriculture Committee Meeting Date: July 5,2013 

Page 3 of 3 

Tabl e: l ' Timeline of RGS Amendment Process 

Date Meeting 
July 5, 2013 Regional Planning and Agriculture Committee 

July 19, 2013 Report to Region~1 Planning Advisory Committee for 
consideration 

July 26,2013 Metro Vancouver Board initiates RGS amendment process and 
refers it to affected local governments and agencies for 
comment. 

October 4, 2013 Regional Planning and Agriculture Committee 

October 25, 2013 Metro Vancouver Board receive Metro Vancouver staff report, 
potentially give initial readings to the RGS Amendment bylaw 
and set a date for a public hearing. 

Early to Mid-November Public Hearing on proposed RGS Amendment Bylaw. 

Late November Board consideration of 3' reading and refer back to the 
Township of langley for approval. 

ALTERNATIVES 
1. That the Board: 

a) initiate Regional Growth Strategy amendment procedures for three amendments requested 
by the Township of langley; and 

b) direct staff to provide written notice of the proposed i!mendments to aU affec.ted local 
governments and appropriate agencies. 

2. That the Board provide further guidance on initiating the Regional Growth Strategy amendment 
procedures for any or all of the three amendments requested by the Township of l angley. 

FINANCIAL IMPLICATIONS 
If the RGS amendment process is· initiat!'!d tnere may be costs associated with the holding of a 
public hearing, relating primarily.to advertising in a regional newspaper. 

SUMMARY I CONCLUSION 
The Township of Langley has submitted proposed amendments to the Regional Growth Strategy for 
Board consideration. The Board has the authority to initiate the proposed amendment as per RGS 
6.4 and "Regional Growth Strategy Procedures Bylaw 1148, 2011" . Staff recommends Altern'ative 1 
to initiate the RGS amendment process to facilitate a fair process and fulsome regional dialogue on 
the proposed amendments and to notify affected local governments. 

Attachments: 
1. Township of langley Council resolution (Doc. # 7563567). 
2. location of proposed RGS Land Use Designation Amendments (Doc. #7563865). 

7558014 
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June 24, 2013 

Metro Vancouver 
4330 Kingsway 
Burnaby, Be V5H 4G8 

Thwnshipof 
Langley 

Est 1873 

AttentIon: Chair Greg Moore, Board of Directors 

Dear ChaIr Moore: 

ATTACHMENT 2 

File No. 0400-60; 6410-01 

Re: Official Community Plan, Bylaws No, 5000, 5010, 5011, and 5012 

At the June 17, 2013 Regular Evening Council meeting, Township of Langley Council passed 
the following motion: 

That Council give first and second reading to "Langley Official Community Plan Bylaw 1979' 
No. 1842 A"!endmenr (2013 Official Community Plan) Bylaw 2013 No. 5000"; 

That Council consider that ULangJey Offielal Community Plan Bylaw 1979 No. 1842 
Amendment (2013 Official Community Plan) Bylaw 2013 No. 5000" is consistent with the 
Township of Langley Financial Plan; 

That Council consider that "Lang/ey Official Community Plan By/aw 1979 No. 1842 
Amendment (2013 Official Community Plan) Bylaw 2013 No. 5000~ is consistent with the 
Metro Vancouver Integrated Liquid Waste' Resource Management Plan and Integrated Solid 
Waste and Resource Management Plan; 

That Council give first and second reading to "Langley Official Community Plan Bylaw 1979 
No. 1842 Amendment (Willowbrook Community Plan) Bylaw 1991 No. 3008 Amendment 
(Updated Official Community Plan) Bylaw 2013 No. 5010"; 

That Council give first and second reading to "Langley Official Community Plan Bylaw 1979 
No. 1842 Amendment (Updated OffIcial Community Plan) Bylaw 2013 No. 5011"; 

That Council give first and second reading to "Langley Official Community Plan Bylaw 1979 
No. 1842 Amendment (Rural Plan) Bylaw 1993 No. 3250 Amendment (Updated Official 
Community Plan) Bylaw 2013 No. 5012"; 

2!l138-65Avenue I Langley I BritishC~ICanada I V2Y3Jl I 604.534.3211 I tol.ca CNCL - 98
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ATTACHMENT 2 

That Council authorize staff to schedule the required public hearing for Bylaw Nos. 5000, 
5010, 5011 and 5012; and further 

That Council submit a request to the Board of the Greater Vancouver Regional District for 
amendments to the Regional Growth Strategy {and use designations as set out in 
Schedule A of Bylaw No. 5000. 
CARRIED 

A copy of Report 13·75 is attached for reference purposes. You will note that Council has 
requested amendments to the Regional Growth Strategy land use designations as set out in 
Schedule A to the Official Community Plan Bylaw. 

Yours truly, 

?~ 
Paul Crawford 
Manager, Long Range Planning 

Enclosure: Report 13-75 

copy: T. Hoff, Metro Vancouver, Senior Regional Planner 
P. Vetleson, Corporate Secretary, Metro Vancouver 
Mayor and Council 
R. Seifi, General Manager, Engineering and Community Development 

7563567 
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Highway #1 & 200 Street 

ATTACHMENT 2 

Regional Growth Strategy Designations 

o Urban Containment Boundary 

II Conservation_Recreation 

General Urban 

II Agriculture 

II Rural 

II Mixed Employment 

o Proposed Amendments 
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ATTACHMENT 2 

Proposed RGS 
Current RGS # Designation 

RGS De'scription Amendment 
Designation Type 

21 General Urban Mixed to recognize exislio9 commercial centre without 3 
Employment permitting residential use 

22 Agriculture and Rural and to accurately show properties that are in and out 2 
Rural Agriculture of the ALR at 8 Ave. & 272 St. 

1.3',2. Significant Changes to the Regional Land Use Designations 

More significant changes are listed in the table below and will require amendment to the RGS in 
conformity with Metro Vancouver RGS Amendment procedures. 

Proposed RGS 
Current RGS 

# Designation 
RGS Descriptio", Amendment 

Designation /I NY / / ---VJ J1 r Type 

4 Mixed General to accommodate mixed use proposal (north of 
Employment Urban freeway west of 200 St.) 

, ~ , ~ 

11 Agriculture General to~~ frrZ'fconZ~ land Us~,!~'r~ along 
Urban the north side of 52 Avenue by moving the Urban 

Containment Boundary north and designating the 
land General Urban north Murrayville, subject to 
approval of the AI.,C 

A 

13 Agriculture General I ~fctr'p~rate 'av~e';~lopment approved by the 
Urba n Agricultural Land Commission into the Urban 

Containment Boundary and designate it as 
General Urban 

The University District areas shown as areas 7 and B on Map A4 were included in the OCP on 
June 10, 2013 under the Regional Context Statement that applied at the time, in reliance on 
representations by the Greater Vancouver Regional District arising from the prior ongoing 
historical development process. 

. RPAC-106-

3 

2 

, 

2 

77 
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Changes to 
2011 ROS 
Land Us, 

O"lgn .. tlons 
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MAP A·S - CHANGES TO 2011 RGS LAND USE DESIGNATIONS (MURRAYVILLE) 

ATTACHMENT 2 

Chin" .. to 2011 RGS 
Lind U • • 0"'9n,lIonl 

~dJflAJf /Jllft'-
Lo., U .. Designations 

o UrMn ConItinonotII 8oundooy 

_.Urb"" 
• 1noM11 • 

• M'lIW I;...,.qmonl 

. ~ . 
• ~&­._. 

83 
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ATTACHMENT 2 

~ metrovancouver 
I 

~ SERVICES AND SOLUTIONS fOR A LIVABlE REGION 4330 Klng5way. Burnaby. BC, Canada VSH 4,GB 604·432-6200 www.metrovancouvcr,olg 

Greate, Vancouver Regional Di$trlct • G",.la, Vancouver Waler District • G'eal",Vancou"", Sa,.,...rag .. and Dr;oinage Ol$l,lct • Metro V3nCOlN~r Housing COfporation 

To: 

From: 

Date: 

Regional Planning and Agriculture Committee 

Heather McNeil, Regional Planning Division Manager 

Planning, Policy and Environment 

June 25, 2013 Meeting Date: July S, 2013 

Subject: Township of Langley Request to Amend the Regional Growth Strategy 

RECOM MENDATI ON 
That the Board: 
al initiate Regional Growth Str<ltegy amendment procedures for three amendments requested 

by the Township of Langley; and 
b) direct staff to provide written notice of the proposed amendments to all affected local 

governments and appropriate agencies . 

PURPOSE 
To provide the Board with the opportunity to initiate Regional Growth Strategy procedures for 
three proposed amendments submitted by the Township of Langley. 

BACKGROUND 
Section 6.4.1 of the Regional Growth Strategy (RGS) establishes that the process to initiate 
amendments to the RGS is by resolution of the Metro Vancouver Board. On June 17, 2013 
Township of Langley Council passed a resolution, "That Counc.iI submit a request to the Board of the 
Greater Vancouver Regional Dist rict for amendments to the Regional Growth Strategy land use 
designations as set out in Schedule A of Bylaw No. 5000". The Township of Langley Council 
resolution is included as Attachment 1 to this report, and a map showing the location of the three 
proposed amendments is included as Attachment 2. 

DISCUSSION 
The Proposed 'Amendments 
The Township of Langley Council resolution refers to three proposed Regional GroW1;h Strategy Land 
Use Designation amendments. 

North Murrayville 
The first of the three (Attachment 2) is a proposa l to re-designate RGS Agricultu ral to RGS General 
Urban and move the Urban Containment Boundary with an aim to making a more consistent land 
use pattern along the north side of 52 Avenue. This is a Type 2 RGS amendment, requiring a public 
hearing and adoption of a by-law to amend the RGS by a two-thirds weighted Metro Vancouver 
Board vote. The parcel is within the Agricultural Land Reserve. The proposed amendment is not 
supported by the Agricultural Land Commission (as indicated in a June 7, 2013 letter to the 
Township of Langley). RGS Section 2.3.4 states that Metro Vancouver's role is to "work with the 
Agricultural Land Commission to protect the region's agricultural land base and not amend the 

. Agricultural or Rural land use designat ion of a site jf it Is still part of the Agricultural Land Reserve, 
except to change it to an Agricultural land use designation". 
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Township of langley Request to Amend the Regional Growth Strategy 
Regional PlannIng and Agriculture Committee Meeting Date: JulV 5,2013 
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Hendricks 

ATTACHMENT 2 

The second proposed amendment (Attachment 2) is to re-designate approximately 4 hectares of 
land from RCS Agricultural to RGS General Urban, and to extend the Urban Containment Boundary, 
to allow for 21 single family residential lots. This is a Type 2 RGS amendment, requiring a publk 
hearing and adoption of a by-law to amend the RGS by a two-thirds weighted Metro Vancouver 
Board vote. This application is also located within the Agricultural Land Reserve, however, the land 
use and proposed RGS amendment is supported by the Agricultural Land Commission as an 
acceptable non-farm use that benefits agriculture (as stated in a June 7, 2013 letter to the 
Township). 

Highway n1/200th Street 
The third proposed amendment (Attachment 2) would re-designate approximately 23 hectares of 
land from RGS Mixed Employment to RGS General Urban for residential use. This is a Type 3 
amendment, requiring adoption of a by-law to amend the RGS by a 50%+1 weighted vote of the 
Metro Vancouver Board. 

Considering the Request 
Once an RGS amendment process is initiated by the Board, staff will initiate a notification period 

' (minimum 30 days) and prepare the necessary reports. "Regional Growth Strategy Procedures 
Bylaw No 1148, 2011" requires that Metro Vancouver first prepare a draft report for the Regional 
Planning Advisory Committee (RPAC} (planning directors from each member municipality). The 
rep,ort wHl include a description of RGS provisions applicable to each amendment, and is anticipated 
for the July 19, 2013 meeting of RPAC. The Regional Planning Advisory Committee then must, within 
four weeks, provide their comm'ents as a resolution to Metro Vancouver staff. The Regional 
Planning Advisory Committee comments will then be considered by Metro Vancouver staff in 
preparing a report and recommendations to the Board. 

A staff report providing a detailed analysis and recommendations to the Board regarding each of 
the proposed amendments Is anticipated for th.e Regional Planning and Agriculture Committee and 
Board in October 2013. It will be accompanied by any comments received from the RegIonal 
Planning Advisory Committee and affected local governments and agencies. Recommendat ions will 
include: 

• whether to proceed or not to proceed with bylaw introduction for each of the proposed 
amendments; and 

• for each of those amendments recommended to proceed, a draft RGS amendment bylaw, a 
recommendation that the Board give 1'1 and 2nd Readings to the amendment bylaw and 
direct staff to set a date for Public Hearing. . 

RGS Amendment Process 
Table 1 outlines the process envisioned for this proposed amendment and .is based on the 
requirements of the RGS for minor amendments and the RGS Implementation Guideline #2 -
Amendments to the Regional Growth Strategy. 
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ATTACHMENT 2 

Tow nship of Langley Request to Amend the Regional Growth Strategy 
Regional Planning and Agricul t ure Committee Meeting Date: July 5, 2013 

Page30f3 

Table l' Timeline of RG5 Amendment Process 

Date Meeting 

July 5, 2013 Regional Planning and Agr iculture Committee 

July 19, 2013 Report to Regional Planning Advisory Committee for 

consideration 
July 26, 2013 Metro Vancouver Board initiates RGS amendment process and 

refe rs it to affected local governments and agencies for. 
comment. 

October 4, 2013 Regional Planning and Agriculture Committee 

October 25, 2013 Metro Vancouver Board receive Metro Vancouver staff report, 
potentially give initial readings to the RGS Amendment bylaw 
and set a date for a public hearing. 

Early to Mid-November Public Hearing on proposed RGS Amendment Bylaw. 

l ate November Board considerat ion of 3 reading and refe r back to the 
Township of Langley for approval. 

ALTERNATIVES 

1. Thatthe Board: 

a) initiate Regional Growth Strategy amendment procedures for th ree amendments requested 
by the Township of Langley; and 

b) direct staff to provide written notice of the proposed amendments to all affected local 
governments and appropr iate agencies. 

2. That the Board provide further guidance on Initiating the Regional Growth Strategy amendment 
procedures for any or all of t he three amendments requested by the Township of Langley. 

FINANCIAL IMPLICATIONS 
If the RGS amendment process is initiated there may be costs associated with the holding of a 
public hear ing, relat ing primarily to advertising in a regional newspaper. 

SUMMARY / CONCLUSION 
The Township of langley has submitted proposed amendments to the Regiona l Growth St rategy for 
Board consideration . The Board has the authority to ' Initiate the proposed amendment as per RGS 

6.4 and "Regional Growth Strategy Procedures Bylaw 1148, 2011". Staf f recommends Alternative 1 

to initiate t he RGS amendment process to facilitate a fair process and fulsome regional dialogue on 
the proposed amendments and to notify affected local governments . 

Attachments: 
1. Township of Langley Council resolut ion (Doc. # 7563567). 

2. Locat ion of proposed RGS Land Use Designation Amendments (Doc. #7563865j. 

7SS80 1 ~ 
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June 24, 2013 

Metro Vancouver 
4330 Kingsway 
Burnaby. Be V5H 4GB 

'Ibwnsbipof 
Langley 

Est. 1873 

Attention: Chair Greg Moore, Board of Directors 

Dear Chair Moore: 

ATTACHMENT 2 

File No. 0400-60; 6410-01 

Re: Official Community Plan, Bylaws No. 5000, 5010, 5011, and 5012 

At the June 17, 2013 Regular Evening Council meeting. Township of Langley CounCil passed 
the following motion: 

That Council give first and second reading to "Langley Official Community Plan Bylaw 1979 
No. 1842 Amendment (2013 Official Community Plan) Bylaw 2013 No. 5000",' 

That Council consider that "Lang/ey Official Community Plan Bylaw 1979 No. 1842 
Amendment (2013 Official Community Plan) Bylaw 2013 No. 5000";5 consistent with the 
Township of Langley Financial Plan; 

That Council consider that "Langley Official Community Plan Bylaw 1979 No. 1842 
Amendment (2013 Official Community Plan) Bylaw 2013 No. 5000" is consistent wIth the 
Metro Vancouver Integrated Uquid Waste Resource Management Plan and Integrated Solid 
Waste and Resource Management Plan; 

That Council give first and second reading to. "Langley Official Community Plan Bylaw 1979 
No. 1842 Amendment (Wilfowbrook Community Plan) Bylaw 1991 No. 3008 Amendment 
(Updated Official Community Plan) Bylaw 2013 No, 5010"; 

That CounCil give first and second reading to "Langley Official Community Plan Bylaw 1979 
No, 1842 Amendment (Updated Official Community Plan) Bylaw 2013 No. 5011''; 

That Council give first and second reading to "Langley Official Community Plan Bylaw 1979 
No. 1842 Amendment (Rural Plan) Bylaw 1993 No. 3250 Amendment (Updated Official 
Community Plan) Bylaw 2013 No, 5012"; 
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Metro Vancouver - Board of Directors 
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ATTACHMENT 2 

That Council authorize staff to schedule the required public hearing for Bylaw Nos. 5000, 
5010, 5011 and 5012; and further 

That Council submit a request to the Board of the Greater Vancouver Regional District for 
amendments to the Regional Growth Strategy land use designations as set out in 
Schedule A of Bylaw No. 5000. 
CARRIED 

A copy of Report 13-75;s attached for reference purposes. You will nola that Council has 
requested amendments to the Regional Growth Strategy land use designations as set out in 
Schedule A to the Official Community Plan Bylaw. 

Yours truly, 

?~ 
Paul Crawford 
Manager, Long Range Planning 

Enclosure: Report 13-79 

copy: T. Hoff, Metro Vancouver, Senior Regional Planner 
P. Vetleson, Corporate Secretary I Metro Vancouver 
Mayor and Council 
R. Seifi, General Manager, El"!gineering and Community Development 

7563567 
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Regional Growth Strategy Designations 

o Urban Containment Boundary 

III Conservation_Recreation 

General Urban 

II Agriculture 

II Rural 

• Mixed Employment 

o Proposed Amendments 
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June 7 , 2013 

Township of Langley 
20338 65 Avenue 
LANGLEY Be V2Y 3J1 

Attention Paul Crawford, Manager. Long Range Planning 

ATTACHMENT 3 

Agricultural Land Commission 
133 - 4940 canada We:y 
BomIby, BrtIiIh Columbia V5G ~K6 
Tel: 604 660-7000 
Fu: 604680-7033 
_ .alc.gov.bc.ca 

Planning Review 46511 
Reply to the attention of Tony Pellett 

Re: Town.hlp of Langley Draft OIIIeial Community Plan (OCP) Update 

Thank you for allowing us and the Ministry of Agriculture until this afternoon to submit our 
comments in time for the plan being provided for Coundl consideration of first and second 
reading. We have seen a draft of the Ministry's comments and endorse their intent 
it is worth noting that In the draft OCP's statement of historical context, the very first of the 
growth challenges noted Is ·protecting agricultural land ....• That is a very good start! 

In this letter. comments are given first on the OCP itself, in order by re~nt section, then 
comments are given on Langley's proposed changes to the 2011 RGS land use designations. 

1.3 At the end of the first paragraph, the statement is made, -Land for devel~nt Is limited,­
In view of the context the Commission would prefer that it read, -Land for urban development 
is IImlted.-

1.1 Section 6.11 of the Regional Growth Strategy (RGS) stat ... "in accordance with the 
Agricultural Land Commission Act, In the event that there.is an Inconsistency between the 
regional land use designations or policies set out.in the Regional Growth Strategy and the 
requirements of the Agricultural Land Commission Act or reguiations and orders made pursuant 
thereto, the Agricultural Land Commission requirements will prevail: 

Sections 46(2). 46(4) and 46(5)(b) of the AgricunuraJ Land Commission Act (the "Act") _e. (2) 
-A local government in respect of its bylaws ... must ensure consistency with this Ad, the 
regulations and the orders of the Commission: (4) -A local government bylaw ... that is 
inconsistent with the Act, the regulations or an order of the commission has, to the extent of the 
inconsistency, no force or effect: (5)(b) Without limiting subsection (4), a local government 
bylaw ... is deemed to be inconsistent with this Ad. if it contemplates a use of land that would 
impair or impede the intent of this Act, the regulations or and order of the Commission, whether 
or not that use requires the adoption of any further bytaw .... • 

The Commission has observed six areas of inconsistency: . 
In the Aidergrove Community Plan there are five discrete areas (four major and one very small) 
which were the subject of a Lang~ block exclusion application (COmmission File 30232) and 
which have not subsequently been approved or conditionaUy approved for exclusion from the 
ALR. 
In the Rural Community Plan, no part of the area between 264 and 268 Streets, from 33 Avenue 
north to the south boundary of the A1dergrove federally owned lands, has been approved or 
conditionally approved for exclusion from the ALR. 
One of these areas is.shown designated Industrial and the other five are shown designated for 
Urban Use, all wtthln an Urban Growth Boundary and in all, the OCP is of no force or effect. 
These inconsistencies cannot be remedied through the Regional Context Statement but the 
Regional Context Statement should acknowledge them and Map 1 should relocate the Urban 
Growth Boundary, in both cases identifying the six designations as being of no force or effect 
unless and until approved by the Provincial Agricultural Land Commission. 
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3 

2.2.16 The first sentenoe should read. ' In IICC01dance with Ihe intent oflhe RGS and subject 
10 the necessary Agricutturalland COmmission approval If granted, agricutture in areas 
designated as Co_on and Recreation may be limited 10 primarily soIi-bosec1 agriculture." 

2.4.18 and 2.4.19 The Commission concurs with the text, but in its review of proposed changes 
to 2011 RGS Land Use Designations [Item 7) has Identified the need for map changes to 
acheve consistency (similar to the comments under 1.6). 

2.5.16 As written, the first bullet point calls for aeating greenbelts between [new} urban areas 
and the ALR boundary. The Commission concurs. Referring back to 2.1 .4, the Arbour Ribbon 
should extend into the AlR only where no other option is possible or where It does not take land 
out of agricultural production. 

3.3.1 Add, ·Consult \Nith the Agricultural Land Commission where any trails or parks are being 
contemplated withinj)f adjacent to the ALR.· 

3.5.22 Exptore opportunities for linking Langley's historic sites and areas with the ~rks and 
open space networks of the TownshiP- and Metro Vancouver, consulting with the Agricultural 
Land COmmission and obtaining ~I as necessary. where such links or networks affect 
IheAlR. 

3.6.9 A third bullel point Is needed: rostricti'1l subdivision of land In agria.llural ~as. 

3.7 Protecti'1l employment lands Is an im~t function for !he Township. While recognizing 
Ihallhe agricultural Industry and its land base provide a major souroe of emplo)'me!1l, !he focus 
of this section is to ensure that 1iR6I::1RAlland is availab{e for 8 ra~ of other industrial uses, 
thus ~ng ,Fe¥i"es stability and reassurance to existing and potential business owners and 
industries, and offering a more enticing environment to secure k>ng-term business invesbnent in 
the community. 

3.8.15 The Commission has not formally responded to the Master Transportation Plan but has 
expressed concern over the long tetm use of 8 Avenue as a truck route. In the spirit of 3.B.19, 
the Commission has'been in contact with the City of Abbotsford with a view to achieving a link 
from 16 Avenue (King Road) to 8 Avenue (Huntingdon Road) as part of the end use efland 
currently used by gravel extraction operations east of Bradner Road. The Commission believes 
that jf and when that link is in place there may be no further need to Identify 8 Avenue as a truck 
route. The Commission has no objection to 8 Avenue being illustrated on Map 8 of this OCP, 
but it Is possible that the Commission may limit the extent to which any 8 Avenue road widening 
application Is approved under section 6(a) of the Regulation. 

3.14.4 through 3.14.7 The OCP needs to contain a reference to the need for obtaining 
commission approval [Regulation sections 6(c)(ii) and 6(d)] for recreational trails induding 
greenways and greenbelt walkwayslbikeways. 

3.16.18 The Commission defers to the Ministry of AgriccJture for comment on this subject. 

4.1.3 Please ensure that the Commission has a timely role in reviewing or assisting with the 
review of community plans having a significant ALR component 

Map 14 The Commission has revieYJed the proposed amendments to the RGS land use desig­
nations and has the following comments: 

1 to 4 are non-ALR 

5 6.cjg.!9J''-!lt!oo..v.~~-'1f.§I!I.@Q..Ig~.1~.''Lq~ .. i!l.!t\~.Il!.B. 
A-Four lots fronting Glover Road, all owned by the Township of Langley 
The ALR portions of Lots 59 and 60 fronting Glover Road are not excepted ooder 
section 23(1) of the ALC Act because on 21 December 19n they 'Were on the 
same certificate of title issued under the Land Registry Act, R.S.B.C. 1960, c.208. 
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ATTACHMENT 3 

5 

/i;Of7/i I//JR I<h I//UE: 
10 .~n;:! .. G.~@'!l1ULt11g.Q_w.l2_IJ.r!?!!D .. c.g.Q\@lm!l~!!!.J;!9.~Ogg!y .. 09.!Ih .. Qf.§'~.b.'!~~Y.!! 4fl£j. 

This area is part of a farm. In 1979 the Commission in conjunction with the Township of ~ 
Langley conducted a reView of ALR boundaries and excluded the north side of 52 Avenue 
Immediately to the east of the subject land. In 1980 the Commission refused an application /.~ 
to exdude an area on the southem frontage of the subject land, which is more suitable for " 
agriculture than the land immediately to the east The Commission does not endorse the 
proposal to extend the General Urban designation and the Urban Containment boundary. 

11 J.QI'!.v.~.A\.RP.!'lP.l'J.@~.!!!ll9.l!!\!h.~.f.I!iI.~.Q\@.l.~!l!i!.JD1Q .. \h~.!,J.r!?!!!) .. Q9.rl@j!).t!l.~t~n#.!:Y 
In 1980 the Commission allowed an application to exclude the parcel immediately to the 
south because of its unsuitability for agriculture. It and the subject property are situated on 
a slope above an area which is ctear1y suitable for agriculture. Given Langley's commit­
ment to edge planning, the Commission has no objection to the inclusion of this parcel 
within the Urban Containment Boundary. 

12 J.QI<9.rP.!1f.,.\~ .@.9!!y~J!lRm.!!!!\.i!!!g .. G§n.~lll!.!!'dI1!n.~ .. \b!!. !.!r!?!!.Q.c.g.Q\ftiam~L~mj.,!y Ji.?ri-LI () /I/.1-
The Commission has approved this development and endorses its Inclusion within the 
Urban Containment Boundary and its designation as General Urban. . <:: __ ~ 

13 .8=n~H.miagL~.r!?!!n. l!.:gg.Q§jg.Q .ill\9..l!!g.b.b.8 
The COmmission endorses the inclusion of this parcel within the Urban Containment 
Boundary and Its designation as General Urban. 

14 .8=ll.~~ .. w.t.l!!N_iW!!I~.t!~.!!!).~I>'PI9l!l!9.J:9.l!~_.I!!!!19II!.ig.a 
The Commission endorses the inclusion of this area within the Urban Containment 
Boundary. 

15 to 18 are non-AlR 

19 .8_.~ .. ,-.g~ .. !iY~!l!i~.lLin;:!!!§!!i~LQR\!ri!li!l.Q§. jn.!YtlIJ9iii!!J9Jl!! 
Of the three sites, only the one on the east side of 256 Street is excluded from the ALR. 
The Commission has approved non-fann use of the one on the west side of 256 Street. 
The Commission conditionaUy approved the one on the east side of 264 street but the site 
is being operated without fulfillment of all conditions. The Commission endorses Indusbial 
designation of the western part of 19 but questions whether the proposal to designate the 
eastern part of 19 as Industrial should be deferred Until all conditions have been met. 

20 Non-ALR 

21 ~.IIf.ll!!l!.\b!! . .m'.P.I1!l!l .. 1!1!E!~9.Q .. ¢..@n.b.\.£.tl9.~!Jlj§.rY 
The Commission endorses the proposed map correction. The two 8 ha parcels directly 
west of the regional district boundary have been included into the ALR. The two 2 ha 
parcels to the west of those parcels have never been In the AlR. 

Yours truly 

PROVINCIAL AGRICULTURAL LAND COMMISSION 

j(,(f/;~f 
Tony Pellett, Regional Planner 

cc: Teny Hoff, Senior Regional Planner, Metro Vancouver 
Bert van Oatfsen, Strengthening Fanning Program, Ministry of Agriculture, Abbotsford 
Kathleen Zimmerman, Regional Agrologlst, Ministry of Agriculture, Abbotsford 

TP/-46511m1 

CNCL - 112



April 23, 2010 

Alan Hendricks 
2184644 AVenue 
LANGLEY BC V3A 3EB 

ATTACHMENT 4 

Agricultural Land Commi$sion 
133-4940 Canada Way 
Burnaby, Sritish Columbia V5G 4K6 
Tel: 604 66()'7000 
Fax: 604 66()'7033 
www.olc.gov.bc.ca 

Reply to the attention of Ron Wallace 
ALC File: 50333 

Re: Application to Exclude land from the Agrleulturalland Reserve 

Please find attached the Minutes of Resolution # 2420/2010 outlining the Commission's 
preliminary decision as it relates to the above noted application. As agent, it Is your 
responsibility to notify your fellow applicants accordingly. A copy of the minutes must be 
provided to each landowner. 

Yours truly, 

PROVINCIAL AGRICULTURAL LAND COMMIS 

Per M 
Erik Karlsen, Chair 

Enclosure: Minutes 

cc: Township of Langley (10-31-01 1) 

TPI 
50333d1 
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ATTACHMENT 4 

~ MINUTES OF THE P ROVINCIAL AGRICULTURAL LAND COMMISSION 

A meeting was held by the Provincial Agricultural Land Commission on March 25, 
2010 at Langley. B.C. 

PRESENT: Sylvia Pranger 
Michael Bose 
John Tomlinson 
Tony Pellett 

For Consideration 

Application: 50333 

Chair, South Coast Panel 
Commissioner 
Commissioner 
Staff 

Applicants: 

Agent: 

Alan Hendricks, Elizabeth Hendricks, Chin-Chu Hou, Mei-Yu Yeh, 
Robert James Frain, Shawn Robert Frain, Cheryl Lynne Frain 
Alan Hendricks 

Proposal : Exclude three parcels from the ALR for urban development in 
conjunction with edge planning and establishment of an agricultural 
trust fund. 

Le9al: PID: 001-017-926 Lot 1, See.31 Twp.10 NWD, Plan 68899 
PID: 001-017-934 Lot 2, See.31 Twp.1 0 NWD, Plan 68899 
PID: 002-382-393 Pel. "oNE" (Ref. Plan 17269) of PcI."A" (Ref. Plan 

4268) of the SWy. See.31 Twp.10 NWD 
Location: South side of 44 Avenue between 216 and 219A Streets, Langley 

· Site Inspection 

A site Inspection was conducted on December 8, 2009. Those in attendance were: 
• Sylvia Pranger Chair, South Coast Panel 
• Michael Bose Commissioner 

• John Tomlinson Commissioner 

• Ron Wallace Staff 

• Tony Pellett Staff 

• Alan Hendricks Applicant/Agent 

• Dave Melnychuk Agrologist for the applicants 

The Commissioners and staff met with the proponent and his agrolog lst to view the site 
and discuss the application. It was observed that portions of the subject lands in the 
treed areas and the adjoining farmland to the south are subject to dumping of garden 
waste material from the adjacent residential areas. It was also observed that the subject 
lands being long and narrow have limited potential for agricultural development, but 
could serve as a good transitional area or buffer between the residential development 
to the north and the agricultural lands to the south. 

Exclusion Meeting 

An exclusion meeting was conducted on December 8, 2009 at Abbotsford B.C. Those 
in attendance were: 
• Erik Karlsen 
• Sylvia Pranger 
• Michael Bose 
• John Tomlinson 
• Ron Wallace 

Commission Chair 
Chair, South Coast Panel 
Commissioner 
Commissioner 
Staff 

... 2 
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Page 2 of 4 Resolution # 2420/2010 
Application # 50333 

• Tony Pellett 
• Alan Hendricks 
• Dave Melnychuk 

Staff 
Applicant/Agent 
Agrologist for the applicants 

ATTACHMENN~T44 ____ _ 

Applicant Alan Hendricks initiated the discussion with an overview of his lengthy 
involvement with the objective of creating single family lots from the subject properties. 
The consulting a9rol09ist, Dave Melnychuk, discussed his involvement with establishing 
an agricultural land trust fund in another community and how a similar fund could be a 
useful tool with this application. Commission Chair Erik Karlsen concurred that an 
agricutturalland trust fund with a set of gu idelines for agricultural planning initiatives 
could be beneficial to this application but advised that the Commission should not be 
directly involved with the establishment of this fund. The Commissioners encouraged 
the proponents to contact the Township of Langley towards this goal and also stressed 
the importance of finding a Council member to take a leadership role with this matter. 
Lastly, the Commissioners asked to be kept informed of their progress. 

Commissioner Eligible to Vote 

Commissioner Karlsen was not present at the site inspection. It was confirmed that a 
summary of the site inspection was provided thus establishing the Commissioner's 
eligibility to vote on the application. 

Context 

The proposal was weighed against the purposes of the Commission as stipulated in 
section 6 of the Agricultural Land Commission Act (the "Ace). They are: 

1. to preserve agricultural land 

2. to encourage farming on agricultural land in collaboration with other communities 
of interest, and 

3. to encourage local governments, first nations, the government and its agents to 
enable and accommodate farm use of agricultural land and uses compatible with 
agriculture in their plans, bylaws and policies. 

Discussion 

Assessment of Agricultural Capability 

In assessing agricultural capability, the Commission refers in part to agricultural 
capability mapping and ratings. The ratings are interpreted using the Canada Land 
Inventory (CLI), 'Soil Capability Classification for Agriculture' system, or the BC Land 
Inventory (BCLI) , 'Land Capability Classification for Agriculture in B.C.' system. 

The application included a report from Eveline Wolterson, P.Ag. Using the BCLl 
system, she identified the following agricultural capability ratings on the properties: 
Class 3 - Land in this class has limitations that require moderately intensive 

management practices or moderately restrict the range of crops , or both. 
Class 4 - Land in this class has limitations that require special management practices 

or severely restrict the range of crops, or both. 
Class 5 - Land in this class has limitations that restrict its capability to producing 

perennial forage crops or other specially adapted crops . 
Class 6 - Land in this class is non-arable but is capable of producing native and or 

uncultivated perennial forage crops. 
Class 7 - Land in this class has no capability for arable or sustained natural grazing. 
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Page 3 of 4 Resolution # 24201201 0 
Application # 50333 

Subclasses 

o undesirable soil structure P stoniness 

Assessment of Agricultural Suitability 

A TT ACHMEN:r-44--

W excess water 

The Commission assessed whether external factors have caused or will cause the land 
to become unsuitable for agriculture. T he Commission believes there are external 
factors that render the land of very limited suitability for agricultural use. They are 
encroaching non-farm development and the extremely shallow depth of the properties. 

Assessment of Impact on Agriculture 

The Commission also assessed the impact of the proposal against the long term goal of 
preserving agricultural land. At present, the subject lands and the adjoining farmland to 
the south are subject to dumping from the residential area through the treed areas along 
the length of the shal10w subject lands. The proposal would e liminate the potential for 
dumping on the farmlands to south, thus the Commission believes the proposal could 
have a positive impact on existing or potential agricultural use of adjoining lands. 

Assessment of Other Factors 
The proposal to initiate edge planning on this site would not normally be of benefit if it 
formed part of a proposal to eliminate agriculture from part of the ALR. In this case, the 
parcels (after road widening) have a ratio of 6: 1 breadth to depth and are in an area 
which the Langley Rural Plan designated as Small Farms/Country Estates without Com­
mission endorsement. When this proposal was first discussed with the Township, its 
staff were preparing to advance a Rural Plan amendment to eliminate the Small Farms/ 
Country Estates designation from areas where it is of no force and effect because of the 
lack of Commission endorsement. At this time there is no evidence that Langley intends 
to follow through with that Initiative. 

The applicants' proposal to establish a Township of Langley agricultural land trust with 
initIal funds coming from th is subdivision is of interest, the first considerations being 
whether Council will agree and whether the criteria for disposition of funds will be as 
acceptable to the Commission as for the equivalent fund in Abbotsford. 

Conclusions 

1. That the land under application has agricultural capability and is appropriately 
designated as ALR. 

2. That the land under application is not very suitable for agricultural use. 
3. That the proposal will not impact agriculture. 
4. That the proposal can be rendered consistent with the objective of the Agricultura/ 

Land Commission Act to preserve agricu ltural land. 

IT WAS 
MOVED BY; 
SECONDED BY; 

Commissioner Pranger 
Commissioner Tomlinson 

THAT under paragraph 30(2)(c) of Ihe ALe Act 
1. the Commission refuse exclusion, in part to avoid conflict with the regional growth 

strategy now in the final stages of preparation and in part to avoid creating expec­
tations in the rest of the area designated Small Farms/Country Estates without 
Commission endorsement, 

CNCL - 116



Page 4 of 4 Resolution # 242012010 
Application # 50333 

A TT ACliMIt;EcNN+T44--

2. the Commission approve in principle the subdivision of the subject lands on the 
understanding that the Township of Langley is in favour of the type of edge planning 
proposed for this application and has recently resolved to proceed with study of an 
agricultural land trust as proposed by the applicant , and 

3. without prejudice to more detailed condltio!,\s which may be set in the event of the 
Township's agreement to proceed with edge planning and an agricultural land trust, 
the Commission advise that it believes the proposed subdivision leaves scant space 
for residential improvements thus potentially tempting owners to compromise the 
buffer, and for that reason the Commission beHeves that the proposed lots should be 
at least half again as large as proposed. 

CARRIED 
Resolution # 2420/2010 
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City of 
Richmond 

To: Planning Committee 

From: Wayne Craig 
Director of Development 

Report to Committee 
Planning and Development Department 

Date: September 3, 2013 

File: HA 13-641865 

Re: Application by Steveston Flats Development Corp. for a Heritage Alteration 
Permit at 3471 Chatham Street 

Staff Recommendation: 

That a Heritage Alteration Permit be issued to authorize the demolition of structures and 
associated infrastructure at 3471 Chatham Street and prepare the site for a future development, 
on a site zoned Steveston Commercial (CS3). including: 

a) The removal of the existing concrete bas-relief panels on the face of the building; 

b) Temporary on-site storage of the concrete panels; 

c) The securing of the site during demolition; 

d) The demolition and removal of the building; 

e) The excavation and removal of associated infrastructure; and 

f) Deposit of a subdivision plan at the Land Title Office for a comer truncation at the south­
east comer of the site. 

Direc 

BK:kt 
Att. 

397 &5 07 

REPORT CONCURRENCE 

CONCURRENCE,oF GENERAL MANAGER 
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September 3, 2013 -2- HA 13-641865 

Staff Report 

Origin 

Steveston Flats Development Corp. has applied to the City for pennission to demolish the 
existing building and associated infrastructure, and to secure the site at 3471 Chatham Street 
(Attachment I), on a site zoned Steveston Commercial (CS3). The subject property is located 
within the Steveston Village Heritage Conservation Area, but the existing bank building is not an 
identified heritage resource. 

The owners of the property are requesting pennission for demolition in order to prepare the site 
for a rezoning and development pennit application, and to remove and salvage the existing 
concrete mural panels depicting scenes of the fishing industry on the face of the building. The 
owners have applied for a Demolition Permit (D8 13 - 641863). 

Staff arc aware that there is community interest in the retention of these panels in some fashion. 
The deve loper has voluntari ly agreed to carefully remove the panels from the building prior to 
demolition, and proposes that the panels be integrated into the design of the new building on the 
site. If there are any surplus panels fo llowing construction, staff' will discuss alternative uses of 
the panels with other City departments, community groups, and the Richmond Heritage 
Commiss ion. 

As the site is located within the OCP-Steveston Area Plan and within the Steveston Heritage 
Conservation Area, a Heritage Alteration Pennit must be approved by Council prior to any work 
occurring on the site. 

Findings of Fact 

The OCP-Sleveston Area Plan requires a Heritage Alteration Pennit (HAP) in the designated 
Steveston Village Heritage Conservation Area be issued prior to: 

• Altering a building or structure (including building demolition) or land (including 
landscape features) . 

. Approval ofa Heritage Alteration Pennit by Council does not require a Publ ic Hearing. 

Surrounding Development 

The subject property is located at the north-west corner of the intersection of3 rd A venue and 
Chatham Street in Steveston Village, within the Steveston Village Heritage Conservation Area. 
The OCP-Steveston Area Plan designates the site as "Heritage Mixed-Use (Commercial­
Industrial with Residential & Office Above)". 

Surrounding land uses are: 

To the North: Across a dedicated city lane, single fami ly residential lots front ing Broadway 
Street and 3rd Avenue, zoned "Single Detached (RSI /A)". 
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To the East: Across 3rd Avenue, a 3-storey mixed use building zoned "Steveston Commercial 
(CS3)". 

To the South: Across Chatham Street, parking lot for the Steveston Hotel, and a designated 
heritage building (former Steveston Courthouse) occupied by Penta Builders and 
the Adorabelle Tea Room, zoned "Steveston Commercial (CS2)". 

To the West: Across a dedicated (but un -constructed) city lane, single family residential lots 
fronting 4th Avenue zoned "Single Detached (RSI /A)". 

The Steveston Courthouse building was designated and protected by Richmond City Council 
under Bylaw No. 4362, adopted by Council on September 24, 1984. 

Staff Comments 

Staff support the demolition of the existing building as it is unoccupied and the owners wish to 
redevelop the site. The building is not an identified heritage resource, and the Heritage 
Alteration Pennit would allow the dedication of a small corner truncation for roads purposes, and 
would fac ilitate the removal and salvage of the concrete mural panels on the bui lding. 

Analysis 

Heritage Alteration Permit 

The requested Heritage Alteration Permit would be for the following activities only: 

• Removal and temporary storage on-site of the existing concrete mural panels on the 
building. The concrete panels are intended to be re-used as a portion of the cladding on a 
future building on the site. 

• Demolition and removal of the existing building. 

• Securing the site during demolition and clearing. 

• Excavation and removal of infrastructure associated with the building. The works are not 
permitted to impact the sanitary sewer in the dedicated lane at the north of the site. The 
works are also not permitted to impact the stonn sewer located on the 3rd Avenue 
frontage of the site. 

• Deposit of a subdivision plan at the Land Title Office for a small corner truncation from 
the south-east corner of the site for road dedication purposes, at the intersection of3 rd 

A venue and Chatham Street. 

It is appropriate to secure the road dedication at this time, as part ofthe site preparation for 
the next phase of development under the recently submitted rezoning application (RZ 13 -
643346). Details of the road requirements and configuration of the corner truncation will be 
determined through the rezoning application, to the satisfaction of the Transportation 
Division. 

Registration of the subdivision plan to dedicate the road will be a condition of final adoption 
of the rezoning bylaw. 
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September 3, 2013 

Financial Impact or Economic Impact 

None. 

Conclusion 

- 4 - HA 13-641865 

Staff recommends that the Heritage Alteration Permit be issued to authorize the demolition of the 
building, removal of associated infrastructure, temporary storage of the concrete mural panels on 
site, and registration of a subdivision plan to secure road dedication for the property at 
347 1 Chatham Street in Steveston Village. 

136-t2=--
Barry Konkin, 
Program Coordinator, Development 

BK:kt 

Attachment 1: Location Map and GIS Aerial Photo 
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Orig inal Dale: 08/13/13 

HA 13-641865 Amended Date: 

Note: Dimensions are in MET RES 
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City of 
Richmond 

Heritage Alteration Permit 
Development Applications Divis ion 

6911 NO.3 Road, Richmond, Be V6Y 2C1 

File No.: HA 13 - 641665 

To the Holder: Steveston Flats Development Corp. 

Property Address: 3471 Chatham Street 

Legal Description: PID: 003-647-340 
LOT "A" (RD65195) BLOCK 20 SECTION 3 BLOCK 3 NORTH RANGE 7 WEST 
NEW WESTMINSTER DISTRICT PLAN 249 

(s.972, Local Government Act) 

1. (Reason for Penn it) o Designated Heritage Property (s.967) 
D Property Subject to Temporary Protection (s.965) 
o Property Subject to Heritage Revitalization Agreement (5.972) 
0" Property in Heritage Conservation Area (s .971) 
o Property Subject to 5.219 Heritage Covenant 

2. The purpose of the Heritage Alteration Pennit is to permit the following activities on the subject site: 

a. Removal of the concrete mural panels attached to the building. 

h. Temporary on-site storage of the concrete mural panels. 

c. Demolition and removal of the building in accordance with Demolition Penn it DB 13 - 641863. 

d. Securing the site during demolition and clearing. 

e. Excavation and removal of infrastructure associated with the building. The works are not 
permitted to impact the stonn sewer connection in the south portion of the site. 

f. Deposit of a subdivision plan at the Land Title Office for road dedication (corner truncation) at the 
south-east corner of the site. 

3. This Heritage Alteration Permit is issued subject to compliance with all of the Bylaws of the City 
applicable thereto , except as specifically varied or supplemented by this Permit. 

4. If the alterations authorized by this Heritage Alteration Pennit are not completed within 24 months 
of the date of this Permit, this Permit lapses. 

AUTHORIZING RESOLUTION NO. ISSUED BY THE COUNCIL THE DA Y OF 

DELIVERED THIS DAY OF , 

MAYOR CORPORATE OFFICER 

IT IS AN OFFENCE UNDER THE LOCAL GOVERNMENT ACT, PUNISHABLE BY A FINE OF UP TO 150,000 IN THE CASE OF AN 
INDIVIDUAL AND $t ,OOO,OOO IN THE CASE OF A CORPORATION, FOR THE HOLDER OF THIS PERMIT TO FAIL TO COMPLY WITH 
THE REQUIREMENTS AND CONDITIONS OF THE PERMIT. 

3978479 
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City of 
Richmond 

To: Planning Committee 

From: Wayne Craig 
Director of Development 

Report to Committee 
Fast Track Application 

Planning and Development Department 

Date: September 4, 2013 

File: RZ 13-636814 

Re: Application by Jacken Investments Inc. for Rezoning at 8131 No.3 Road from 
Single Detached (RSlIE) to Compact Single Detached (RC2) 

Staff Recommendation 

That Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500, Amendment Bylaw 9057, for the rezoning of 
8131 No.3 Road from "Single Detached (RSllE)" to "Compact Single Detached (RC2)", be 
introduced and given first reading. 

tU way~'?2 Direct70~~rt3~pment 
CLw?-
At!. 

ROUTEOTo: 

Affordable Housing 

3979722 

REPORT CONCURRENCE 

CONCURRENCE CONCURRENJE OF GENERAL MANAGER 

/ dv A':'_ 'iA 
1/ ~ / 

I 
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September 4, 2013 

Item 

Applicant 

Location 

Development Data Sheet 
Zoning 

OCP Designation 
Other Designations 

Affordable Housing 
Strategy Response 

Flood Management 

Surrounding 
Development 

Rezoning Considerations 

Staff Comments 

Background 

-2- RZ 13-636814 
Fast Track Application 

Staff Report 

Details 
Jacken Investments Inc. 

8131 No.3 Road - See AUachment 1 

See Attachment 2 
Existing: · Single Detached (RSlIE)" 

Proposed: ·Compact Single Detached (RC2)" 

Neighbourhood Residential Complies 0YoN 
The Arterial Road Policy in the 2041 Official 
Community Plan identifies the subject site 

Complies 0Y ON 
for redevelopment to compact lots with rear 
lane access. 
The applicant proposes to provide a legal Complies 0' YON 
secondary suite in the principal dwelling on 
one (1) of the two (2) future lots at the 
subject site. 
Registration of a flood indemnity covenant on Title is required 
prior to final adoption of the rezoning bylaw. The required 
minimum flood construction level is 0.3 m above highest elevation 
of the crown of the frontina road. 
To the north, is a dwelling on a large lot zoned "Single Detached 
(RS1/E)". 
To the south, are two (2) dwellings on smaller lots zoned 
~ Compact Single Detached (RC1)" created through subdivision in 
2008. 
To the east, there is a frontage road separated from No.3 Road 
by a large coniferous hedge, and beyond that, on the east side of 
No. 3 Road, there are dwellings on large lots zoned "Single 
Delached (RS1 /E)". 
To the west, across the existing rear lane, is a newer dwelling on 
a large lot zoned "Single Detached (RS1/Er fronting 
Sunnymede Crescent. 
See Attachment 3 

This proposal is to rezone the subject property to enable the creation of two (2) smaller lots from 
an existing large lot on the west side of No. 3 Road, south of Blundell Road. Each new lot 
proposed would be approximately 12 m wide and 424 m2 in area. The west side of No. 3 Road, 
between Francis Road and Blundell Road, has seen some redevelopment through rezoning and 
subdivision in recent years, consistent with the Arterial Road Policy. This redevelopment 
proposal complies with the Arterial Road Policy, which identifies the subject site for 
redevelopment to compact lots with access from the existing operational rear lane. Potential 
exists for other lots in thi s block of No. 3 Road to redevelop in the same manner. 
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Fast Track Application 

A Tree Survey and a Certified Arborist's Report were submitted by the applicant in support of 
the application. There are no trees on the subject property, however, the following off-site trees 
were identified and assessed: 

• One (1) bylaw-sized Maple tree on the adjacent property to the south at 8151 NO. 3 Road 
whose canopy and Critical Root Zone encroach into the subject site (identified as 
Tree # 1 on the Tree Management Plan - see Attachment 4). 

• Two (2) bylaw-sized MapJe trees within the boulevard on City-owned property 
(identified as Trees # 2 and 3 on the Tree Management Plan). 

The MapJe tree on the adjacent property to the south (Tree # 1) is to be protected to ensure its 
survival during the proposed redevelopment of the subject property. The City' s Tree 
Preservation Coordinator reviewed the Arborist's Report, conducted a Visual Tree Assessment, 
and concurs with the recommendation to protect the Maple tree (Tree # 1), which is in fair 
condition. 

The City' S Parks Department staff conducted a Visual Tree Assessment of the two (2) Maple 
trees on City-owned property in front of the subject site (Trees # 2 and 3), and indicated that 
these are not good specimen trees worthy of retention, and are not viable due to their current 
location within a hedge. It is recommended that these trees be removed and that a cash-in-lieu 
contribution be provided by the applicant to the City'S Tree Compensation Fund prior to 
rezoning adoption in the amount of $2,600 for the planting of four (4) replacement trees on 
public property elsewhere in the City (e.g. street trees in boulevards, parks etc.). 

Tree protection fencing must be installed on-site to City standard around the Maple tree (Tree # 
1) at a minimum of3.0 m from the base of the tree to the north and west, and adjacent to the 
sidewalk on the east side. 

Since the buildings have already been demolished on-site, tree protection fencing must be 
installed at Building Permit stage and must remain in place until construction and landscaping on 
the future lots is completed. 

The Tree Retention Plan is reflected in Attachment 4. 

Prior to final adoption of the rezoning bylaw, the applicant is required to submit a contract with a 
Certified Arborist to supervise anyon-site works within the Tree Protection Zone of the off-site 
Maple tree (Tree # 1). The contract must include the scope of work to be supervised, the 
proposed number of monitoring inspections at specified stages of construction, and a provision 
for the Arborist to submit a post-construction impact assessment report to the City for review. 

Consistent with "Council Policy 5032 - Tree Planting" and with Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500, 
the applicant has agreed to plant and maintain a total of four (4) trees (two [2] per future lot), 
with a minimum size of 6 em deciduous calliper or 3 m high conifer. Two (2) of the required 
trees must be located within the front yard of the proposed lots. 

To ensure that the trees are planted on-site, and that the front yards of the future lots are 
enhanced, the applicant must submit a Landscape Plan, prepared by a Registered Landscape 
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Architect, along with a Landscaping Security (based on 100% of the cost estimate provided by 
the Landscape Architect, including fencing, paving, and installation costs). The Landscape Plan 
must be submitted prior to rezoning adoption. A variety of suitable native and non-native trees 
must be incorporated into the required Landscape Plan for the site, ensuring a visually rich urban 
envirorunent and diverse habitat for urban wildlife. 

Site Servicing & Vehicle Access 

There are no servicing concerns with rezoning. 

Vehicle access to the proposed future lots must be from the existing operational rear lane. A 
restrictive covenant is required on to be registered on Title prior to rezoning adoption, to ensure 
vehicular access to the site at proposed development stage is from the rear lane only. with no 
access permitted to or from No.3 Road. 

Subdivision 

At the proposed subdivision stage, the developer will be required to pay Development Cost 
Charges, (City and GVS&DD), Engineering Improvement Charge (for future lane 
improvements), School Site Acquisition Charge, Address Assignment Fee, and Servicing Costs. 

Conclusion 

This rezoning application to enable subdivision of an existing large lot into two (2) smaller lots 
complies with applicable policies and land use designations contained within the Official 
Community Plan (OCP), and is consistent with the pattern of redevelopment in the block. 
Potential exists for other lots on the west side of this block of No. 3 Road to redevelop in the 
same manner. 

The list of rezoning considerations is included in Attachment 5, which has been agreed to by the 
applicant (signed concurrence on file). 

On this basis, staff recommends support for the application. 

It is also reconunended that Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500, Amendment Bylaw 9057, to rezone 
the property at 8131 No.3 Road from "Single Detached (RS l iE)" to "Compact Single Detached 
(RC2)", be introduced and given first reading. 

&-' 
Cynthia Lussier 
Planning Technician 
(604-276-4108) 
CL:blg 
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Attachments: 
Attachment 1: Location Map/Aerial Photo 
Attachment 2: Development Application Data Sheet 
Attachment 3: Rezoning Considerations 
Attachment 4: Tree Management Plan 
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City of 
Richmond 

Development Application Data Sheet 
Fast Track Application 

Development Applications Division 

RZ 13-636814 Attachment 2 

Address: 8131 NO. 3 Road 

Applicant: Jacken Investments Inc. 

Date Received: May 10, 2013 Fast Track Compliance: June 19, 2013 

Existing Proposed 

Owner Jacken Investments Inc. To be determined 

Site Size (m2
) 848 m' (9,128 ft' ) Two (2) lots, each approximately 

424 m' (4564 ft') 

Land Uses Vacant lot Two (2) single-family lots 

Zoning Single Detached (RS1 /E) Compact Single Detached (RC2) 

On Future 
I Bylaw Requirement Proposed 

I 
Variance Subdivided Lots 

Floor Area Ratio Max. 0.60 Max. 0.60 none permitted 

Lot Coverage - Building Max. 50% Max. 50% none 

Lot Coverage Building, 
Max. 70% Max. 70% none structures and non-porous 

Lot Coverage - Landscaping Min. 20% Min. 20% none 

Setback - Front & Rear Yards (m) Min. 6.0 m Min. 6.0 m none 

Setback - Side Yards (m) Min. 1.2 m Min. 1.2 m none 

Height (m) 2 !4. storeys 2 !4. storeys none 

lot Size Min. 270 m2 Min. 270 m2 none 

l ot Width Min. 9.0 m Approx. 12.64 m none 

Other: Tree replacement compensation required for loss of bylaw-sized trees . 
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City of 
Richmond 

AITACHMENT 3 

Rezoning Considerations 
Development Applications Division 

6911 No.3 Road, Richmond, Be V6Y 2C1 

Address : 8131 NO.3 Road File No.: RZ 13-636814 

Prior to final adoption of Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500, Amendment Bylaw 9057, the 
developer is required to complete the following: 

1. Submission of a Landscape Plan, prepared by a Registered Landscape Architect, to the satisfaction of the 
Director of Development, and deposit of.a Landscap ing Security based on 100% of the cost estimate 
prov ided by the Landscape Architect (including fencing, paving, and installation costs). The Landscape 
Plan shou ld; 

• Comply with the Compact Lot Development Requirements of the 2041 OCP's Arterial Road 
Policy. 

• Include a mix of suitable deciduous and coniferous native and non·nalive trees, which ensure a 
visually rich urban env ironment and diverse habitat for urban wi ldlife. 

• Include the dimensions of tree protection fencing as discussed in this report. 

• Include four (4) trees (two [2] per future lot), with the minimum size of 6 em deciduous ca liper 
or 3 m high conifer. Two (2) ofthe trees must be located within the front yard of the proposed 
lots. 

2. Submission of a Contract entered into between the applicant and a Certified Arborist for supervision of 
any on·site works conducted within the tree protection zone of the Maple tree to be retained at 
8151 No.3 Road (Tree # I). The Contract should include the scope of work to be undertaken, including: 
the proposed number of site monitoring inspections (at specified stages of construction), and a provision 
for the Aroorist to submit a post·eonstruction assessment report to the City for review. 

3. The City's acceptance oflhe developer's voluntary contribution to the City'S Tree Compensation Fund in 
the amount of $2,600 for the planting of four (4) replacement trees on public property elsewhere in the 
City (e.g. street trees in boulevards, parks etc.). 

4. Registration of a flood indemnity covenant on T itle. 

5. Registration of a restrictive covenant to ensure vehicu lar access to the site at proposed deve lopment stage 
is from the rear lane only, with no access pennitted to or from No.3 Road. 

6. Registration of a legal agreement on Title to ensure that no fina l Building Pennit inspection is granted 
until a secondary suite is constructed in the dwelling on one (I) oflhe two (2) proposed lots, to the 
sati sfaction oflhe City in accordance with the BC Building Code and the C ity's Zoning Bylaw. 

Note : Should the applicant change their mind about the Affordable Hous ing option selected prior to 
final adoption of the Rezoning Bylaw, the City wil l accept a voluntary contribut ion of$I.OO per 
buildable square foot of the single·family developments (i.e., $5,477) to the City'S Affordable Housing 
Reserve Fund in-lieu of registering the legal agreement on Title to secure a secondary suite. 
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At Subdivision· stage, the developer must complete the following requirements: 
• Pay Development Cost Charges, (City and GVS&DD), Engineering Improvement Charge (for future 

lane improvements), School Site Acquisition Charge. Address Assignment Fee, and Servicing Costs. 

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

• Tree protection fencing must bc installed to City standard around the off·site Maple tree (Tree # I) at 
a mini mum of3.0 III from the base of the tree to the north and west, and adjacent to the sidewalk on 
the east side. Tree protection fencing must remain in place until construction and landscaping on the 
future lots is completed. 

• Submiss ion of a Construction Parking and Traffic Management Plan to the Transportation Division. 
The Management Plan shall include location for parking for services, deliveries, workers, loading, 
application for any lane closures, and proper construction traffic controls as pcr Traffic Control 
Manual for works on Roadways (by Ministry of Transportation) and MMCD Traffic Regulation 
Section 0 \570. 

Note: 

• 
• 

This requires B separate application. 

Where the Director of Development deems appropriate, the preceding agreemcnts are to be drown not only as personal 
covenants of the property owner but also as covenants pursuant to SC1::tion 2 19 of the Land Title Act. 

All agrecmcnts to be registered in the Land Title Office shall have priority over all such licns, charges and encumbrances as is 
considered advisable by the Director of Development. All agreemcnts to be registered in the Land Title Office shall., unless the 
Director o[l)evelopment determines otherwise. be fully registered in the Land Title Office prior to enactment of the appropriate 
bylaw. 

lbe preceding agreements shall provide security to thc City including indemnities. warranties, equitablcJrent charges. letters of 
credit and withholding pennits, as deemed nccessary or advisable by the Director of Development. All agreements shall be in a 
[onn and content satisfactory to the Director of Developmcnt. 

• Additional legal agreemenlS, as determined via the subject development's Servicing Agreement(s) and/or Development 
Pennit(s), and/or Building Pennit(s) to the satisfaction of the Director of Engineering may be required including, but not limited 
to, site investigation, testing, monitoring, site preparation, de-watering, drilling, undcrpinning, anchoring, shoring, piling, 
pre-loading, ground densification or other activities that may result in settlement, displacement, subsidence, damage or nuisance 
to City and private utility infra~1ructure. 

• Applicants for all City Pennits arc required to comply at all times with the conditions of the Provincial Wildlife Act and Federal 
Migratory Birds COllvention Act, which contain prohibitions on the removal or disturbance of both birds and their nests. 
Issuance of MUnicipal pennils does not give an individual authority to contravene thcse legislations. The City of Richmond 
recommends that where significant trees or vegetation exists on site, the serviccs of a Qualified Environmental Professional 
(QEP) be secured to perfonn a survey and cnsure that development activities tire in compliance with all relevant legislation. 

[Signed original on file] 

Signed Date 
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r-__________________________________________________ iTTACHMENT4 

SURVEY PLAN OF LOTS A AND B 
SECnON 2D, BLOCK 4 NORTH, RANGE 6 WEST 
NEW WESTMINSTER DISTRICT, PLAN EPP30919 
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City of 
Richmond 

Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500 
Amendment Bylaw 9057 (RZ 13-636814) 

8131 No. 3 Road 

Bylaw 9057 

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

1. The Zoning Map of the City of Richmond, which accompanies and Fonus part of Richmond 
Zoning Bylaw 8500, is amended by repealing the existing zoning designation of the 
following area and by designating it "COMPACT SINGLE DETACHED (RC2),'. 

P.l.D.010-407·553 
Lot 31 Section 20 Block 4 North Range 6 West New Westminster District Plan 21352 

2. This Bylaw may be cited as "Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500, Amendment Bylaw 9057" . 

FIRST READING 

A PUBLIC HEARING WAS HELD ON 

SECOND READING 

THlRD READING 

OTHER REQUIREMENTS SATISFIED 

ADOPTED 

MAYOR 

39&02]] 

CORPORATE OFFICER 

",.,.,,, 
RICHMOND 

APPROVED 

'" 
APPROVED 
by 0i1'KlOr 
or SoIk=ltor 

1:£ 
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City of 
Richmond 

To: Planning Committee 

From: Wayne Craig 
Director of Development 

Report to Committee 
Planning and Development Department 

Date: September 3, 2013 

File: RZ 13-629294 

Re: Application by Ajit Thaliwal and Aman Dhaliwal for Rezoning of a portion of 
5831 Moncton Street from Single Detached (RS1/E) to Single Detached (RS2IC) 

Staff Recommendation 

That Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500, Amendment Bylaw 9010, for the rezoning of a portion of 
5831 Moncton Street from "Single Detached (RSI/E)" to "Single Detached (RS2/C)", be 
introduced and given first reading. 

CL:bl 
Att. 

ROUTED To: 

Affordable Housing 

381 9331 

REPORT CONCURRENCE 

CONCURRENCE CONCUR2O~NAGER 

I\V 
1/ / 

I 
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Staff Report 

Origin 

Ajit Thaliwal and Aman Dhaliwal have applied to the City of Richmond for pennission to rezone 
a portion of 5831 Moncton Street from "Single Detached (RS IIE)" to "Single Detached 
(RS2/C)", to pennit a subdivision to create three (3) lots fronting Moncton Street and one (1) lot 
zoned "Single Detached (RS liE)" fronting No. 2 Road. (see Attachment J and Schedule A to 
Bylaw 9010), 

Findings of Fact 

A Development Application Data Sheet providing details about the development proposal is 
attached (Attachment 2). 

Surrounding Development 

The subject property is located on the northwest comer of the intersection of Moncton Street and 
No. 2 Road on the urban-rural edge of the Steveston Planning Area, with single-family 
development to the west and the Agricultural Land Reserve (ALR) to the east. 

To the north, fronting No. 2 Road, are single-family dwellings on large lots zoned "Single 
Detached (RS l iE)" . 

To the east, across No.2 Road, are dwellings and accessory buildings on very large lots zoned 
"Agriculture (AGl)", all located within the Agricultural Land Reserve. 

To the south, across Moncton Street, are single-family dwellings on large lots zoned "Single 
Detached (RS lIE)" . 

To the west, along Moncton Street, is an older character dwelling on a large lot zoned "Single 
Detached (RSl /E)", followed by newer homes on medium-sized lots zoned "Single Detached 
(RS l /C)". 

Related Policies & Studies 

2041 Official Community Plan (OCP) Designation 

The 204 1 Official Community Plan' s (OCP) Land Use Map designation for this property is 
"Neighbourhood Residential" (NRES). The Steveston Area Plan's Land Use Map designation 
for this property is "Single-Family" . This redevelopment proposal is consistent with these 
designations. 

Lot Size Policy 5429 

The subject property is located within the area covered by Lot Size Policy 5429 (adopted by 
Council in 1990), which permits rezoning and subdivision of the subject site in accordance with 
the "Single Detached (RS2 /C)" zone fronting Moncton Street, and the Single Detached (RS2/E)" 
zone fronting No.2 Road (Attachment 3). The development proposal is for the creation of three 
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(3) lots to be zoned "Single Detached (RS2/C)" fronting Moncton Street, and for the creation of 
one (1) lot on the remaining portion of the lot fronting No.2 Road that would remain zoned 
"Single Detached (RSllE)". The lots to be created would meet the minimum dimensions and 
area of the "Single Detached (RS2/C)" and "Single Detached (RSI/E)" zones (i.e. minimum 
13.5 m wide and 360 m2 in area for the three (3) lots proposed to front Moncton Street; and 
minimum 18 m wide and 550 m2 in area for the one (1) tot proposed to front No. 2 Road). 

Affordable Housing 

Riclunond's Affordable I-lousing Strategy requires a secondary suite within a dwelling on 50% 
of new lots created through rezoning and subdivision, or a cash-in-lieu contribution of I .OO/ft2 of 
total building area towards the City' s Affordable Housing Reserve Fund for single-family 
rezoning applications. 

The applicants propose to provide a legal secondary suite in the dwelling on two (2) of the four 
(4) future lots at the subject site. To ensure that the secondary suites are built to the satisfaction 
of the City in accordance with the City' s Affordable Housing Strategy, the applicants are 
required to enter into a legal agreement registered on Title, stating that no final Building Pennit 
inspection will be granted until the secondary suites are constructed to the satisfaction of the City 
in accordance with the BC Building Code and the City's Zoning Bylaw. This legal agreement is 
required prior to rezoning adoption. This agreement will be discharged from Title (at the 
initiation of the applicants) on the lots where the secondary suites are not required by the 
Affordable Housing Strategy after the requirements are satisfied. 

Should the applicants change their minds prior to rezoning adoption about the affordable housing 
option selected, a voluntary contribution to the City's Affordable Housing Reserve Fund in-lieu 
of providing the secondary suites will be accepted. In this case, the voluntary contribution would 
be required to be submitted prior to final adoption of the rezoning bylaw, and would be based on 
$ 1.OOIft2 of total building area of the single detached dwellings (i.e., $11,520). 

Flood Management 

Registration ofa tIood indemnity covenant on Title is required prior to final adoption of the 
rezoning bylaw. 

Public Input 

In response to the placement of the rezoning sign on the subject site, staff received some 
feedback from concerned residents. 

Two (2) phone calls were received from nearby residents expressing a number of concerns. The 
nature of concerns included: 

• On-site tree retention associated with the development proposa\. 

• That the existing large treed lot at this comer provides a soft transition between the 
single-family homes on Moncton Street and the Agricultural Land Reserve east of No. 2 
Road. 

• That the creation of the four (4) smaller lots and the design of the new dwellings 
proposed at this comer is out of character with the inunediate surrounding area. 
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• The potential for increased traffic conflicts resulting from the proposed additional lots at 
this comer, which is controlled by a three-way stop. 

One (1) letter was received from a nearby resident who expressed a number of concerns 
(Attachment 4). The nature of concerns included: 

• The number of lots to be created with the development proposal. 

• On-site tree retention. 

• The value of the security associated with ensuring survival of protected trees. 

In response to the specific concerns raised, staff have the following comments: 

• A detailed discussion of the applicants' proposed tree retention and removal strategy is 
discussed in the next section of this report. In general , the applicants' response to tree 
retention at the site is supportable on the basis of the assessments provided by the project 
Arborist and the City's Tree Preservation Coordinator. 

• Preliminary building elevations and a landscape plan has been provided by the applicants 
to provide an idea of how the comer lot (Lot 3) is proposed be treated. These preliminary 
plans are discussed further in the next section. In general, the applicants' proposed 
treatment of the corner lot is supportable based on the attempt made to animate the 
streetfront elevations through the use of window openings, projections, gables, secondary 
roof elements, a variety of building materials, and a variety of soft and hard landscape 
materials. 

• Lot Size Po li cy 5429 (adopted by Counci l in 1990) provides direction for staff on the 
creation of new lots in this neighbourhood. The Lot Size Policy permits rezoning and 
subdivision of the subject site in accordance with the "Single Detached (RS2/C)" zone 
fronting Moncton Street and the "Single Detached (RSl/E)" zone fronting No.2 Road, as 
proposed by the applicants. 

• The development proposal has been reviewed by the City' s Transportation division, and 
comments regarding the location of driveway crossings to the proposed new lots have 
been addressed as follows: 

- The driveway crossing for Lot 1 fronting Moncton Street is proposed to be 
located on the west side of the lot to enable tree retention. 

- The driveway crossing for Lots 2 and 3 fronting Moncton Street is proposed to be 
shared and centered on the proposed common property li ne to enable tree 
retention and to enable the existing bus stop location to be retained. 

- The driveway crossing for Lot 4 fronting No.2 Road is proposed to be located as 
on the north side of the lot, as far north as possible from the Moncton Street 
intersection. 

• Staff provided a written response to the concerns expressed in the letter submitted, 
clarifying the development proposal, the status of proposed tree retention and removal, 
and the process involved with the collection and return ofa tree survival security 
(Attachment 5). 
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Staff Comments 

Background 

The applicants' proposal is to enable the creation of three (3) medium~sized lots and one (l) 
larger lot from an existing half-acre lot. The proposed four (4) lots ran~e from a minimum of 
13.5 m wide and 360 m2 in area to a minimum of 18 m wide and 550 m in area. The applicants' 
proposal is consistent with Lot Size Policy 5429 and with the established pattern of 
redevelopment on Moncton Street. 

Tree Retention and Removal 

A Certified Arborist's Report for the site was submitted by the applicant, which identifies tree 
species, assesses the condition of trees, and provides recommendations on tree retention and 
removal relative to the development proposal. The report identifies and assesses: 

• 14 bylaw-sized trees located on the subject property. 

• Four (4) bylaw-sized trees located on the neighbouring property to the west 
(5771 Moncton Street). 

The City's Tree Preservation Coordinator has reviewed the Arborist's Report and conducted a 
Visual Tree Assessment (VTA). Special attention has been given to opportunities for tree 
retention at this site, with the aim to protect trees that can provide the greatest long-term amenity 
to the neighbourhood. 

The City'S Tree Preservation Coordinator recommends that 

• The Western Red Cedar (Tree # 809) located in the front yard of proposed Lot I should 
be retained and protected as it is a significant and highly visible tree in good condition. 
Tree protection barriers must be installed a minimum of3,9 m out fTom the base of the 
tree to the west, 5.2 m to the south, and 5.6 m to the north and east, as specified in the 
Arborist's Report. The future driveways on proposed Lot 1 and 2 arc to be constructed of 
unit pavers over an aeration layer and under the Project Arborist's supervision, as 
recorrunended in the Arborist's Report, 

• The Western Hemlock, Cedar, and Maple trees (Trees A, B, C, D) on the neighbouring 
property to the west at 5771 Moncton Street be retained, as they are all in good condition 
and provide critical landscape screening between the two (2) properties, as well as the 
neighbourhood property owner wishes to retain all four (4) trees, Tree protection barriers 
must be installed a minimum of2.3 m into the subject site from the west property line, as 
specified in the Arborist's Report. Special measures along with trench excavation for 
utilities will be required on-site to protect these off-site trees. Perimeter drainage and 
fencing on-site to be installed under the Project Arborist's supervision. 

Tree protection fencing must be installed to City standard around trees to be retained prior to 
demolition of the existing dwelling on-site and must remain in place until construction and 
landscaping on the future lots is completed. 
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The City's Tree Preservation Coordinator concurs with the Arborist's recommendation to: 

• Remove seven (7) bylaw-sized Cypress, Western Red Cedar, and Cherry trees (Trees # 
810, 811, 812, 813, 814, 820 and 821) located on the subject property which are either 
dying (sparse canopy foliage) or are in poor condition due to being previously topped 
with significant decay at the topping sites or are infected with Fungal Blight. 

• Remove one (1) bylaw-sized Western Red Cedar (Tree # 822) which has been previously 
topped, has large co-dominant leaders, and is in conflict with the proposed building 
envelope of proposed Lot # 1. 

• Remove two (2) bylaw-sized Ash and Maple trees (Trees # 815 and 816), which are in 
good condition, but are located in conflict with the building envelope of proposed Lot # 3 
and the proposed shared driveway crossing providing vehicle access to Lots # 2 and 3. 

• Remove three (3) bylaw-sized Grand Fir trees located at the comer of Moncton Street and 
No.2 Road (Trees # 8 17, 818, and 819). The Arborist's Report indicates that the trees 
are in marginal condition due to the following defects: 

3819337 

- "The trees are growing as a cluster with co-dominant class structure and co­
reliance row. There is crown suppression where the trees merge. 

- There are multiple leaders high in the crowns that are likely caused by previous 
topping, and these stems are weakly formed and prone to fai lure. Failure risk will 
increase as the leaders grow larger. While pruning and other treatments could 
reduce risk of failure, such treatments are not practical. The long-tenn viability is 
very poor due to the pre-existing condition of the trees." 

The City ' s Tree Preservation Coordinator and the applicants met on-site to discuss 
options for retention of the three (3) mature Grand Firs. The project Arborist and the 
City'S Tree Preservation Coordinator also discussed the options. The following options 
were considered: 

- Modification of the building envelope for the new dwelling on the proposed lot 
(Lot 3) to enable the construction of a tree well and drainage system around the 
trees to maintain existing grade within a portion of the required tree protection 
zone. Modification to the City'S standard design for frontage improvements along 
portions of No. 2 Road and Moncton Street would also be required to enable 
existing grade to be maintained. However, due to the large proportion of the root 
systems occupying the southeast comer of the site, and the unavoidable 
disturbance to roots occupying the frontage in the existing and future boulevard, 
encroachment into the required tree protection zone would still occur with a 
modified building envelope. In addition to the pre-existing poor condition of the 
trees, the trees would be further destabilized from the root loss that would result 
from partial encroachment into the required tree protection zone. 

- Revision to the development proposal to reduce the number of lots created to 
enable a larger tree protection zone at existing grade around the trees. While a 
larger tree protection zone would increase the short-term viability of the trees, the 
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long-tenn viability remains poor due to the pre-existing poor condition of the 
trees . Also, maintaining the existing grade within a tree well created through a 
raise in grade on the surrounding lot area with any form of development on this 
site will cause soil hydrology changes that willlikcly cause tree health decl ine. 

Despite the options considered and the unresolvable challenges in implementing a 
suitable tree protection strategy, the pre-existing poor condition of these trees fonned the 
basis for the recommendation to remove the trees. Regardless of the redevelopment 
proposal on this site, it is likely that these trees would require removal for risk 
management mitigation within approximately 5 years. 

The applicants' proposed Tree Retention Plan, which reflects the final outcome of tree protection 
and removal, is included as Atta chment 6. 

Prior to final adoption of the rezoning bylaw, the applicants must submit: 

• A contract with a Certified Arborist for supervision of any works to be conducted within 
the Tree Protection Zones of the Western Red Cedar (Tree # 809) and the Western 
Hemlock, Cedar, and Maple trees (Trees A, B, C, D). The contract must include the 
scope of supervision required, the proposed number of site monitoring inspections 
(including stages of development), and a provision for the Arborist to submit a post­
construction impact assessment report to the City for review. 

• A Tree Survival Security to the City in the amount of$5,OOO to ensure the Western Red 
Cedar (Tree # 809) wi ll be protected. The City will release 50% of the security after 
construction and landscaping on the future lots are completed, inspections are approved, 
and an acceptable post construction impact assessment report is received. The remaining 
50% of the security would be released one year later, subject to inspection confmning 
that the tree has survived. 

Based on the 2:1 replacement ratio established in the 204 1 OCP, and the size requirements for 
replacement trees in the City's Tree Protection Bylaw, a total of 26 replacement trees are 
required . Considering the effort to be taken by the applicants to retain Tree # 809 and off-site 
Trees A, B, C, D, as well as the limited space in the future yards due to: 

• Tree protection zones, 

• The required sanitary sewer extension, 

• The required on-site vehicle turnarounds, 

staff recommends a reduction of six (6) trees from the total number of replacement trees, 
bringing the munber ofrequired replacement trees to 20, and suggests that 

• 10 large-sized replacement trees be planted and maintained on-site as highlighted in the 
table below. 

• The applicants provide a voluntary contribution to the City's Tree Compensation Fund in 
the amount of $5,000 in-lieu of planting the remaining 10 replacement trees on-site 
($SOO/tree), 
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Replacement trees must meet the following minimum height/size requirements: 

No. of Minimum Caliper of Minimum Height of 
Replacement Trees Deciduous Tree Coniferous Tree 

4 10 em 0' 5.5 m 
6 11 em 6m 

Preliminary Architectural Elevation Plans & Landscape Plan 

To illustrate how the future comer lot interface will be treated; the applicants have submitted 
preliminary architectural elevation plans (Attachment 8). The plans indicate that although the 
main entrance to the future dwelling on the comer lot is oriented towards Moncton Street, the 
No.2 Road facade remains animated through the provision of secondary roof treatments, 
window openings, and a variety of cladding materials that are consistent with the main facade 
(e.g. hardi plank siding, cedar shakes, and wood window trims). At future development stage, 
Building Permit plans must comply with all City regulations, including zoning. 

To illustrate how the front yard and flanking side yard of the proposed corner lot will be treated 
(on the northwest corner of Moncton Street and No. 2 Road), the applicants have submitted a 
preliminary Landscape Plan prepared by a Registered Landscape Architect (Attachment 7). The 
plan shows that the yards along both frontages will be landscaped with a mixture of coniferous 
and deciduous replacement trees, shrubs, ground cover, wood fencing, paving stones, and would 
be generally consistent with the landscaping guidelines in the 2041 OCP. 

Prior to rezoning adoption, the applicants must submit a final Landscape Plan, prepared by a 
Registered Landscape Architect, for the four (4) proposed lots. To ensure that the required 
replacement trees are planted and the front yards will be enhanced consistent with the Landscape 
Plan, the applicants must submit a Landscaping Security based on 100% of the cost estimate 
provided by the Landscape Architect (including fencing, paving, and installation costs). 

Site Servicing 

Prior to final adoption of the rezoning bylaw, the applicants are required to: 

• Dedicate property as road in order to achieve a 4 m x 4 m corner cut at the southeast 
comer of the site, and dedicate 0.5 m of property as road along the entire east property 
line of the site to enable frontage improvements, as per the Servicing Agreement design. 

• Grant a '1.0 m wide utility right-of-way (ROW) along the entire frontage on Moncton 
Street for water meter boxes and stann sewer inspection chambers, and a 1.5 m Right-Of­
Way for Utilities along the entire frontage on No.2 Road for water meter boxes and 
stann inspection chambers, as per the Servicing Agreement design. 

• Grant a 1.5 m by 9.0 m Right-Of-Way for Public Rights of Passage along a portion of 
Moncton Street for a concrete bus stop pad and future bus stop shelter location, as per the 
Servicing Agreement design. 
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• Enter into a standard Servicing Agreement for the design and construction of frontage 
improvements along the entire frontages on Moncton Street and No 2 Road. 

Improvements along Moncton Street are to include, but are not limited to: 

Upgrading the existing storm sewer to a minimum 600 nun diameter pipe, from 
the west property line of the site to the existing manhole STMH 3036 (near the 
south-east comer of the site) . 

- Upgrading the existing storm sewer from existing STM}I 3036 to STMH 1199 
(near the north-east corner of 5760 Moncton Street). 

- Removing the existing concrete sidewalk and lighting strip, constructing a new 
1.5 m wide concrete sidewalk at the south property line of the site, and creating a 
treed and grass boulevard between the existing curb and new sidewalk. 

Improvements along No.2 Road are to include, but are not limited to: 

- Removing the existing concrete sidewalk, constructing a new 1.5 m wide concrete 
sidewalk at the new east property line of the site, and creating a 1.5 m treed and 
grass boulevard between the existing curb and new sidewalk. No stann sewer 
analysis or upgrading is required. 

Note: The design is to include water, stann and sanitary connections for all four (4) lots. 
The applicant will be required to provide underground hydro, telephone and Cable for all 
four (4) lots. Additional right-of-ways may be required. 

Vehicle access 

Vehicle access to the four (4) future lots at the site is proposed as follows: 

• A sale access at the west end of proposed Lot 1, off Moncton Street. 

• A single shared access off Moncton Street for proposed Lots 2 and 3, centered on the 
proposed shared property line. 

• A sole access at the north end of proposed Lot 4, off No. 2 Road. 

Prior to final adoption of the rezoning bylaw, the applicants are required to: 

• Register a restrictive covenant on Title to ensure that, upon subdivision of the property, 
vehicular access to proposed Lots 2 and 3 is via a single shared driveway crossing 
(6 m wide at the back of the sidewalk and 9 m wide at the curb), centered on the proposed 
shared property line. 

• Register a restrictive covenant on Title to ensure that, upon subdivision of the property, 
the buildings and driveways on proposed Lots 1, 2, and 3 be designed to accommodate 
on-site vehicle turnaround capability to prevent vehicles from reversing onto 
Moncton Street. 
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Subdivision 

At subdivision stage, the developer will be required to: 

• Pay Development Cost Charges (City and GVS&DD), School Site Acquisition Charges, 
and Address Assignment Fees. Service connections and costs are to be determined via 
the Servicing Agreement. 

• Register a cross-access easement on Title for the area of the shared driveway on proposed 
Lots 2 and 3 (6 m wide at the front lot line and 9 ill long, centered on the proposed shared 
property line). 

Financial Impact 

None. 

Analysis 

The subject property is located in an established residential neighbourhood that has seen 
redevelopment to smaller lot sizes through rezoning and subdivision in recent years, consistent 
with Lot Size Policy 5429. This redevelopment proposal is consistent with the Lot Size Poli cy 
and would allow for the creation of: 

• Three (3) lots zoned "Single Detached (RS2/C)" fronting Moncton Street, each with a 
minimum width of 13.5 m and area of360 m2;and 

• One (1) lot to remain under the existing "Single Detached (RS I IE)" zone, with a 
minimum width of 18 m and area of 550 m2

, fronting No.2 Road. 

Conclusion 

This rezoning application to permit subdivision of an existing large lot into four (4) smaller lots 
complies with appli cable policies and land use designations contained within the 2041 OCP, and 
is consistent with the direction of redevelopment established in the neighbourhood. 

The li st of rezoning considerations is included in Attachment 9, which has been agreed to by the 
applicant (signed concurrence on fi le). 

On this basis, staff recommends support for the application. It is recommended that Richmond 
Zoning Bylaw 8500, Amendment Bylaw 90 lObe introduced and given first reading. 

Cynthia Lussier 
Planning Technician 
(604-276-4108) 

CL:b1g 
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Attachments: 
Attachment I: Location Mapl Aerial Photo 
Attachment 2: Development Application Data Sheet 
Attachment 3: Lot Size Policy 5429 
Attachment 4: Letter from concerned resident 
Attachment 5: Response to letter from concerned resident 
Attachment 6: Tree Retention Plan 
Attachment 7: Preliminary Landscape Plan for Lot 3 
Attachment 8: Preliminary Building Elevation Plans for Lot 3 
Attachment 9: Rezoning Considerations 
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Original Dale: 02107/ 13 

RZ 13-629294 Amended Date: 

Note: Dimensions are in METRES 
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City of 
Richmond 

Development Application Data Sheet 
Development Applications Division 

RZ 13-629294 Attachment 2 

Address: 5831 Moncton Street 

Applicant: Ajit Thaliwal and Aman Dhaliwal 

Planning Area(s): -'5"'t"'e"ve"'5"'lo"'n'--_ _ ____ ________________ _ 

I Existing I Proposed 

Owner: Jhujar Construction Ltd. To be determined 

Lol 1 - approx 652 m' (7,018fr) 
Lot 2 - approx 455 m2(4,897 tr) 

Site Size 1m2): 2,112 m' (22,734.12 11') l ot 3 - approx 395 m2 (4,251 tr) 
Lol 4 - approx 583 m' (6,275 11') 
(After required road dedication) 

Land Uses: One (1) single detached dwelling Four (4) single detached 
dwellinQs 

QCP Designation : Neighbourhood Residential No change 

Area Plan Designation: Single·Family No change 

lot Size Policy 5429 permits rezoning 
of the subject si te to create three (3) 

Lot Size Policy: lots zoned ' Single Detached (RS2IC)" No change fronting Moncton Street and one (1) lot 
zoned ·Single Detached (RS1/E)" 
fronting NO. 2 Road 

• Three (3) lots zoned ·Single 
Detached (RS2/C)" fronting 

Zoning: Single Detached (RS1/E) Moncion Sireet 
• One (1) 101 zoned ·Single 

Detached (RS1 /E)" fronting 
No. 2 Road 

On Future 

I 

, 

I Subdivided Lots 
Bylaw Requirement Proposed Variance 

Floor Area Ratio Max. 0.55 Max. 0.55 none permitted 

lot Coverage - Building Max. 45% Max. 45% none 

l ot Coverage - Building, structures, 
Max. 70% Max. 70% none 

and non-porous surfaces 
• Min. 25% on loIs zoned • Min. 25% on lots zoned 

·Single Detached ·Single Delached 

Lot Coverage - Landscaping 
(RS2Ie)" (RS2/C)" 

none • Min. 30% on the lot • Min. 30% on the 101 
zoned ·Single (:ned~)~ing le Detached 
Detached (RS2IE)" RS2lE " 

3819331 
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On Future I Bylaw Requirement I Proposed 
I 

Variance Subdivided Lots 
• Min. 9 m on lots zoned • Min. 9 m on lots zoned 

· Single Detached ' Sing le Detached 

Setback - Front Yard (m): (RS2IC)" (RS2/C)" none • Min, 6 m on the lot • Min. 6 m on the 101 
zoned ' Single ~~ned ~)~ingle Detached 
Detached iRS2/E)>> RS2/E ' 

Setback - Rear Yard (m): Min.6m Min. 6 m none 

• Min. 1.2. m on lois • Min. 1.2. m on lots 
zoned "Single zoned ' Single Detached 

Setback - Interior Side Yard (rn): Detached (RS2/C)" (RS2IC)" none • Min. 1.8 m on the 101 • Min. 1.8 m on the lot 
zoned ·Single zoned "Single Detached 
Detached {RS2/E)" (RS2IE)" 

Setback - Exterior Side Yard (m): Min, 3 m Min. 3 m none 

Height 1m): 2.5 storeys 2.5 storeys none 

Lot 1 - approx 652 m~ 

Minimum Lot Size Min. 360 m2 Lot 2 - approx 455 m2 

Lot 3 - approx 395 m2 none 

Lot 4 - aoorox 583 m2 

Lot 1 - 14.65 m 

Minimum Lot Width Min. 13.5 m Lot 2 -17.18 m 
Lot 3 - 15.20 m none 

Lot 4 -18.00 m 

Other: Tree replacement compensation required for loss of bylaw-sized trees. 

3819337 
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ATTACHMENT 3 

City of Richmond Policy Manual 

rag91 012 Adopted by Council: January 15. 1990 POLlCY542~ 
'( -.- ' 

Area Boundarv Amended: January H ltl 2005 _. . ';,;-," : 
~ ... ., ', ' .. . '. - . , .;. 

File Ref: 4045-00 SINGLE-FAMILY LOT SIZE POLICY IN eUARTER-SECTIONi 11' 3;7/12-:H(-': 

POLICY 5429: 

The following policy establishes lot sizes in a portion of Sections 11-3-7/12-3-7 located on 
Moncton Street generally bounded by No.2 Road and Hayashi Court: 

1358582 

That properties within the area bounded by Moncton Street and Hayashi Court, in a 
portion of Sections 11-3-7/12-3-7, be permitted to subdivide in accordance with the 
provisions of Single-Family Housing District (R l /B) in Zoning and Development Bylaw 
5390 with the following provisions: 

a) if there is no lane or internal road access then properties along Moncton Street 
will be restricted to Single-Housing District (Rl /C); and 

b) if there is no lane or internal road access then properties along Railway Avenue 
and No.2 Road will be restricted to Single-Family Housing District (Rl /E); and 

that this policy, as shown on the accompanying plan, be used to determine the 
disposition of future rezoning applications in this area, for a period of not less than five 
years, unless changed by the amending procedures contained in the Zoning and 
Development Bylaw. 
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~ Subdivision permitted as per RlIB Except 

1. Moncton St.: RIle unless there is a lane or 
internal road access, then RlfB. 

2. Railway Ave. and No. 2 Rd.: RIlE unless there 
is a lane or internal road access, then RIIB. 

Policy 5429 
Section 11 & 12, 3-7 

Adopted Date: 01 / 15190 

Amended Date: Ol ll 7/05 
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City of 
Richmond 

August 1, 20t3 
File: RZ 13-629294 

A. Lerner 
418-12633 No. 2 Road 
Richmond Be V7E 6NS 

Dear A. Lerner: 

( 

Rc: Rezonjl1g Application at 5831 Moncton Street (RZ 13-629294) 

ATTACHMENTS 

6911 NO.3 Road 
Richmond, Be V6Y 2(1 

www.richmond.ca 

l'lannillg and l)tvdopm~Dt DeplI rtment 
J)eve!opmenl A ppliCHtlotl5 

fax: 604-276-4052 

Thank you for taking the time to express your concerns regarding the rezoning application at 5831 
Moncton Street in a letter dated June 20, 2013 (altacbed). TIus letter serves to provide answers to 
the questions posed in your letter. 

The development proposal 
The application involves rezon ing an L-sbaped portion of land along the south end of 583 1 
Moncton Street to "Single Detached (RS2/C)" to enable a subdivision to create 3 new lots fronting 
Moncton Street. A linear portion of land along the north end of 5831 Moncton Street wi ll remain 
under the existing zoning of"Singlc Detached (RSllE)" to enable construction of a single-family 
house fronting No.2 Road. The application has not changed since it was submitted in January 
20 13. The application is consistent with the Council-adopted Lot Size Policy for the 
neighbourhood, which aJlows rezoning and subdivision of this property (attached). 

Tree Protection 
Recommendations for tree retention on-site have been clarified since your review of the rezoning 
application fo lder. The applica!lt is required to submit a revised report and tree management plan, 
which includes a modified site plan and outlines tree protection requiremcnts for the following 
trees: 

• A Western Red Cedar tree in the southwestern comer of the subject site along Moncton 
Street (Tree 809); and, 

• One Maple, two Cedar, and one Hemlock tree (Trees A, B, C, D) located on the adjacent 
property at 5771 Moncton Street. 

The revised report and tree management plan are required to be submitted before the rezoning 
application will be considered by City Council. 

The applicant is required to submit a Tree Survival Security for the Western Red Cedar on-site in 
the amount of $5,000, and to submit a contract with a Certified Arborist for site monitoring at 
development stage to ensure protected trees are not impacted by construction. The Arborist lUust 
submit a post-construction impact assessment report to the City that confinns no impacts occurred 
to protected trees prior to the release of the security. 

39311)29 _~hmond CNCL - 155



- 2 -
( \ 

To compensate for trees agreed for removal from the site, the appl icant is requi red to provide either 
20 replacement trees on·site or a cash-ill-lieu contribution to the City' s Tree Compensation Fund, 
or a combination of both. For this application, staff are recommending that 10 replacement trees be 
planted and maintained on the future lots and that a contribution of $5,000 to the City's Tree 
Compensation Fund is submitted for the balance o f replacement trees not planted ($500 x 10 trees). 
These funds go towards the planting and maintenance of new trees on public property city-wide 
(e.g. on boulevards, in parks etc.). 

In add ition, a Landscap ing Security in the amount of $5,000 ($SOOftrcc) is required to be submitted 
by the applicant to ensure the recommended 10 replacement trees are planted on-site, The Security 
will not be released in-full Wltil City inspections conflrm that the replacement trees have been 
planted and have survived one year. 

The applicant is also required to plant additional trees in a new boulevard along the Moncton Sb'eet 
and No, 2 Road frontages, as part of site servicing requirements. 

If you have any further questions about th is development proposal, please contact me directly at 
604-276-4 108. 

Sincerely, 

Cynthia Luss ier 
Planning Technician 

CL:cJ 
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City of 
Richmond 

A IT ACHMENT 9 

Rezoning Considerations 
Development Applications Division 

691 1 No.3 Road, Richmond, Be V6Y 2C1 

Address: 5831 Moncton Street File No.: RZ 13-629294 

Prior to final adoption of Zoning Amendment Bylaw 901 0, the fo llowing items are required to be 
completed: 

1. Submission of a Landscape Plan for the proposed four (4) lots, prepared by a Registered Landscape 
Architect, to the satisfaction of the Director of Development, and deposit a Landscaping Security based 
on 100% of the cost estimate provided by the Landscape Architect, including install ation costs. The 
Landscape Plan should: 
• comply with tbe development requirements of the 2041 OCP's Arterial Road Policy; 
• include the dimensions of tree protection fencing as illustrated on the Tree Retention Plan attached 

to this report; and 
• include the required ten (10) large-sized replacement trees with the following minimum sizes: 

No. of Minimum Caliper of Minimum Height of 
Replacement Trees Deciduous Tree Coniferous Tree 

4 10an 0 ' S.Sm 
6 11 an 6m 

2. The City's acceptance of the applicant's voluntary contribution in the amount of $5,000 ($500Itree) to 
the City's Tree Compensation Fund in-lieu of planting the remaining ten (10) replacement trees on-site. 

3. Submission ofa Tree Survival Security in tbe amount of $5,000 to ensure The Western Red Cedar 
(Tree # 809) will be protected. The City will rel ease 50% of the security after construction and 
landscaping on the future lots are completed, inspections are approved, and an acceptable post­
construction impact assessment report is received. The remaining 50% of the security would be released 
one year later subject to inspection confinning that the tree has survived. 

4. Submission of a Contract with a Certified Arborist for supervision of any works to be conducted within 
the Tree Protection Zones of the Western Red Cedar (Tree # 809) on-site and the Western Hemlock, 
Cedar, and Maple trees (Trees A, B, C, D) off-site on the neighbouring property to the west (577 1 
Moncton Street). The Contract must include the scope of work to be undertaken, including the proposed 
number of site monitoring inspections (including stages of development), and a provision for the 
Arborist to submit a post-construction impact assessment report to the City for review. The Contract 
must include supervision of the future driveways on proposed Lots 1 and 2, which are to be constructed 
or unit pavers over an aeration layer, as recommended in the Arborist's Report to mitigate against 
impacts to the Western Red Cedar (Tree # 809). The Contract must include supervision of special 
measures to be taken along with trench excavation for utilities which will be required on proposed Lot 1 
to protect the Western Hemlock, Cedar, and Maple trees (Trees A, B, C, D) off-site. The Contract must 
also include supervision of perimeter drainage and fencing within all tree protection zones. 

3819337 
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5. Dedication of property as road in order to achieve a 4 m x 4 m comer cut at the southeast comer of the 
site, and dedication 0[0.5 m of property as road along the entire east property line of the site to enable 
frontage improvements along No.2 Road, as per the Servicing Agreement design. 

6. Registration ofa l.0 m wide Right-Of-Way for utilities along the entire frontage on Moncton Street for 
water meter boxes and stonn sewer inspection chambers, as per the Servicing Agreement design. 

7. Registration ofa 1.5 m by 9.0 m Right-Of-Way along a portion ofMenctan Street for a concrete bus 
stop pad and future bus stop shelter location, as per the Servicing Agreement design. 

8. Registration of a 1.5 m Right-Of-Way for utilities along the entire frontage on No 2 Road for water 
meter boxes and stonn sewer inspection chambers, as per the Servicing Agreement design. 

9. Registration ofa flood indemnity covenant on Title. 

10. Registration of a lega1 agreement on Title to ensure that no fina1 Building Permit inspection is granted 
lU1til a secondary suite is constructed on two (2) of the four (4) future lots, to the satisfaction of the City 
in accordance with tbe Be Building Code and the City's Zoning Bylaw. 

Note: Sbould the applicant change their mind about the Affordable Housing option selected prior to 
final adoption of the rezoning bylaw, the City will accept a voluntary contribution of$I.00 per buildable 
square foot of the single-family developments (i.e., $11,520) to the City's Affordable Housing Reserve 
Fund in-lieu of registering the legal agreement on Title to secure a secondary suite. 

11. Registration ofa legal agreement on Title to ensure that, upon subdivision of the property, vehicular 
access to proposed Lots 2 and 3 is via a single shared driveway cross ing (6 m wide at the back of the 
sidewa1k and 9 m wide at the curb), centered on the proposed shared property line; 

12. Rcgistration ofa legal agreement on title to ensure that, upon subdivision of the property. the buildings 
and driveways on proposed Lots I, 2, and 3 be designed to accommodate on-site vehicle turnaround 
capability to prevent vehicles from reversing onto Moncton Street. 

13. Entrance into a standard Servicing Agreement for the design and construction of frontage improvements 
along the entire frontages on Moncton Street and No.2 Road. 

3819337 

Improvements along Moncton Street are to include, but are not limited to: 

• 

• 

• 

Upgrading the ex isting storm sewer to a minimum 600 mm diameter pipe, from the west 
property line of the site to the existing manhole STMH 3036 (near the southeast comer of the 
site). 

Upgrading the existing storm sewer fTom existing STMH 3036 to STMH 1199 (near the 
northeast corner of 5760 Moncton Street). 

Removing the existing concrete sidewalk and lighting strip, constructing a new 1.5 m wide 
concrete sidewalk at the south property line of the site, and creating a treed and grass boulevard 
between the existing curb and new sidewalk. 

Improvements along No.2 Road are to include, but are not limited to: 

• Removing the existing concrete sidewalk, constructing a new t.5 In wide concrete sidewalk at 
the new east property line of the site, and creating a 1.5 m treed and grass boulevard between the 
existing curb and new sidewalk. No stonn sewer analysis or upgrading is required. 
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Note: The design is to include water, storm and sanitary connections for all four (4) lots. The applicant 
will be required to provide underground Hydro, Telus and Cable for all four (4) lots. Additional right­
of-ways may be required. 

At Demolition* stage, the applicant will be required to: 

• Install tree protection fencing to City standard around The Western Red Cedar (Tree # 809) on-site and 
around the Western Hemlock, Cedar, and Maple trces (Trees A, B, C, D) at 5771 Moncton Street prior to 
demolition of the existing dwelling on-site. Tree protection fencing must remain in place until construction 
and landscaping on the future lots is completed. Tree protection fencing must be installed around 
Tree # 809 at a minimwn 01'3 .9 m out from the base of the tree to the west, 5.2 m to the south, and 5.6 m to 
the north and east, as specified in the Arborist's Report. Tree protection fencing must be installed around 
Trees A, B, C, 0 at a minimum of2.3 m into the subject site from the west property line, as specified in the 
Arborist's Report. 

At Subdivision* stage, the applicant will be requ ired to: 

• Pay Development Cost Charges (City and GVS&DD), School Site Acquisition charges, and Address 
Assignment Fees. Service connections and costs are to be determined via the Servicing Agreement. 

• Register a cross-access easement on Title for the area of the shared driveway on proposed Lots 2 and 3 
(6 m wide at the front lot line and 9 m long, centered on the proposed shared property line). 

At Building Permit* stage, the developer must complete the fo llowing requi rements: 

• Submission of a Construction Parking and Traffic Management Plan to the Transportation Division. 
Management Plan shall include location for parking for services, deliveries, workers, loading, 
application for any lane closures, and proper construction traffic controls as per Traffic Control Manual 
for works on Roadways (by Ministry of Transportation) and MMCD Traffic Regulation Section 01570. 

• Obtain a Building Permit (BP) for any construction hoarding. If construction hoarding is required to 
temporarily occupy a public street, the air space above a public street, or any part thereof, additional 
City approvals and associated fees may be required as part of the Building Pennit. For additional 
information, contact the Building Approvals Division at 604-276-4285. 

Note: 

• 
• 

This requites a separate application. 

Where the Director of Development deems appropriate, the preceding agreements are to be drawn not only as personal covenants 
of the property owner but also as covenants pursuant to Section 219 oflhe 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, lettcrs of 
credit and withholding pennits, as deemed necessary or advisable by the Director of Development. All agreements shall be in a 
form and comen{ satisfactory to the Director of Development. 

• Additional legal agreements, as determined via the subject development's Servicing Agreement(s) and/or Development Permit(s), 
and/or Building Permit(s) 10 the satisfaction of the Director of Engincering may be required including, but not limited to, site 
investigation, testing, monitoring, site preparation, de-watering, drilling, underpinning, anchoring, shoring, piling, pre-loading, 
ground densification or other activities that may result in settlement, displacement, subsidence, damage or nuisance to City and 
private utility infrastructure. 

3819331 
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• Applicants for aJ l City Permits arc required to comply at all times with the conditions oflhe Provincial Wildlife Act and Federal 
Migratory Birds Convenlion Aer, which contain prohibitions on the removal or disturbance of both birds and their nests. Issuance 
of Municipal pennits docs not give an individual authority to contravene these legislations. The City of Richmond recommends 
that where significant frees or vegetation exists on site. the services of a Qualified Environmental Professional (QEP) be secured 
to perform a survey and ensure that development activi ties are in compliance with all relevant legislation. 

(signed concurrence on fi le) 

Signed Date 

3819337 
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City of 
Richmond 

Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500 
Amendment Bylaw 9010 (RZ 13-629294) 

5831 Moncton Street 

Bylaw 9010 

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

1. The Zoning Map of the City of Richmond, which accompanies and fanTIs part of Richruond 
Zoning Bylaw 8500, is amended by repealing the existing zoning designation of the 
following area and by designating it "SINGLE DETACHED (RS2!C)". 

That area shown cross-hatched on "Schedule A" attached to and fanning part of Bylaw No. 
9010. 

2. This Bylaw may be cited as "Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500, Amendment Bylaw 9010". 

FIRST READING 

A PUBLIC HEARING WAS HELD ON 

SECOND READING 

THIRD READING 

OTHER REQUIREMENTS SATISFIED 

ADOPTED 

MAYOR 

3933379 

CORPORATE OFFICER 

CITY OF 
RICHMO~D 

APPROVED 

" 

APPROVED 
by DIrector 
or Solicitor 
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City of 
Richmond 

To: Planning Committee 

From: Wayne Craig 
Director of Development 

Report to Committee 
Planning and Development Department 

Date: August 27, 2013 

File: RZ 13-627627 

Re: Application by Kensington Homes Ltd. for Rezoning at 5160 and 
5180 Blundell Road from Single Detached (RS1/E) to Low Density 
Townhouses (RTL4) 

Staff Recommendation 

That Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500, Amendment Bylaw 9055, for the rezoning of 5160 and 
5180 Blundell Road from "Single Detached (RS lIE)" to "Low Density Townhouses (RTL4)", be 
introduced and given first reading. 

EL:."",-__ 

At!. 

ROUTED TO: 

Affordable Housing 

39594]4 

enl 

REPORT CONCURRENCE 

CONCURRENCE CONCUR~~~~NAGER 
~ 

v / 
/ 
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Staff Report 

Origin 

Kensington Homes Ltd. has applied to the City of Richmond for permission to rezone 5160 and 
5 180 Blundell Road (Attachment \ ) from "Single Detached (RS liE)" zone to " Low Density 
Townhouses (RTL4)" zone in order to permit the development of 15 townhouse units. A 
pre li m inary site plan, building elevations, and landscape plan are contained in Attachment 2. 

findings of Fact 

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

Surrounding Development 

To the North: Across Blundell Road, a mix of newer and o lder, larger single-fami ly dwellings 
on lots zoned "Single Detached (RS I IE)". 

To the South: Existing single-family dwellings on lots zoned "Single-Detached (RS l /E)" 
[Tonting onto Chetwynd A venue. 

To the East: Three (3) lots zone "Single Detached (RS lIE)" with a mix of newer and older 
homes and then two (2) lots zoned "Single Detached (RS 11K)" with a temporary 
shared access. 

To the West: A Montessori school on a large lot zoned "Single Detached (RSI /E)" and a mix of 
newer and older homes on lots zoned "Single Detached (RSl/E)". 

Related Policies & Studies 

Arterial Road Po licy 

The Arterial Road Policy in the 204 1 OCP, Bylaw 9000, directs appropriate townhouse 
development onto certain arterial roads outside the City Centre. Although the subject site is not 
specifically identified on the Arterial Road Development Map fortownhouse development, it 
meets the location criteria set out in the Arterial Road Policy for additional new townhouse 
areas; e.g. the site is within 800 m ofa Neighbourhood Centre (Blundell Shopping Centre) and 
within 400 m of a Commercial Service use - the neighbourhood commercial uses at Railway 
A venue and Blundell Road. 

Floodplain Management Implementation Strategy 

The applicant is required to comply with the requirement of Richmond Flood Plain Designation 
and Protection Bylaw 8204. In accordance with the Flood Management Strategy, a Flood 
Indemnity Restrictive Covenant specify ing the minimum nood construction level of2.9 m GSC, 
or at least 0.3 m above the highest elevation of the crown of any road that is adjacent to the 
parcel, is required prior to rezoning bylaw adoption. 
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Affordable Housing Strategy 

The applicant proposes to make a cash contribution to the affordable housing reserve fund in 
accordance to the City's Affordable Housing Strategy. As the proposal is for townhouses, the 
app licant will make a cash contribution of $2.00 per buildable square foot as per the Strategy, for 
a contribution of $43,921 .00. 

Public Art 

The applicant has agreed to provide a voluntary contribution in the amount of$0.77 per square 
foot of developable area for the development to the City's Public Art fund . The amount of the 
contri bution would be $ 16,909.59. 

Public Input 

The applicant has forwarded confinnation that a development sign was posted on the site on 
February 25,2013. As this is the first townhouse development proposal on this block of 
Blundell Road, the applicant has undertaken a public consultation process as per the Townhouse 
Development Requirements in the Arterial Road Policy. The developer hand delivered an 
infonnation package to the immediate neighbourhood (Attachment 4) on June 8, 2013. The 
information package includes a letter (Attachment 5) and a set of the development plans 
(Attachment 2). No response was received by the developer by the deadline identified on the 
consultation letter. However, staff subsequently received an email from the property owner of 
5131 Blundell Road (Attachment 6); a list of concerns raised by Mr. Mahal is provided below, 
along with developer's responses in italics: 

1. Property value of the surrounding homes will be negatively impacted. 

(High quality exterior finishes such as hardi-plank and hardi-panel are to be used. The 
proposed development will improve the appearance oj the streelscape.) 

2. Property value of 5131 Blundell Road will be negatively impacted, as the driveway to the 
townhouse development would be placed directly across from 5131 Blundell Road. 

(Driveway is proposed along the east property line oJ5160 Blundell Road, opposite 
5151 and 5171 Blundell Road) 

3. The proposed townhouse development will generate safety impacts to the intersection at 
Blundelll Railway. 

(According to the traffic engineering consultant, the proposed development is approximately 
150 m east a/the BlundelURailway Signalized intersection and it is not expected that the 
traffic operation at the proposed development driveway will generate any saJety impacts to 
the intersection. In addition, based on a recently completed traffic analysis by the traffic 
engineering consultant, the development traffic is less than 1% oj total intersection volumes 
through the signal (Blundell/Railway). 

Using the estimated 2015 peak hour traffic volumes, the signal will operate at excellent 
levels oj service according to the traffic engineering consultant and all individual movements 
will operate at an acceptable level, even with the development traffic. Therefore, it is no! 
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expected the proposed development will generate any traffic and safety impacts to the 
intersection of Blundell Road and Railway Avenue. 

The City 's Transportation Division has reviewed the above and agreed with the findings. ) 

4. The proposed townhouse development is adjacent to a Montessori school which brings in 
major vehicle traffic during peak hours and clogs traffic due to left turn into the driveway. 
The proposed townhouse development will exasperate the situation 

(The developer 's traffic engineering consullant confirms that [he future driveway of the 
proposed development will be located at the similar location of the existing driveway to 
5160 Blundell Road, approximately 40 m east o/the existing driveway fo the True Lighl 
Montessori Pre-school. II was estimated Ihal aboul 5-6 vehicles can be allowedfor 
westbound left-turn queue at Blundell Road without conflicting with vehicles making left­
outlleft-in turning movement to the proposed development. 

Based on Iraffic analysis, il was estimated that the pre-school will generate higher inbound 
vehicles in the morning peak hour; about 50 vehicles per hour or one (1) vehicle per minute. 

For a residential use of the proposed townhouse development, Ihe inbound Irips (entering the 
site) will be very low in the morning peak; only 1-2 vehicles. During the afternoon peak, the 
proposed development will generate about 3-4 westbound left-turn vehicles; however, the 
pick-up periodfor pre-school students usually covers a long period of time (from 2:00 pm to 
7:00 pm). 

Therefore, it is not expected that the westbound vehicles left-turn movement to the proposed 
development site will create any significant impacts to the existing traffic operation at the 
pre-school in both peak hours. With significant low traffic volumes generated by the 
proposed development, it is not expected that the proposed townhouse driveway will impact 
the existing operation af the pre-school driveway. 

The City 's Transportation Division has reviewed the above and agreed with the findings.) 

Staff Comments 

Trees Retention and Replacement 

A Tree Survey and a Certified Arborist' s Report were submitted in support of the application. 
The C ity' s Tree Preservation Coordinator has reviewed the Arborist Report and provided the 
following comments: 

• Six (6) Douglas Fir trees, specifically tag# 788 -793 , under joint ownership located on 
the east property line, are in good condition and are recommended to be retained and 
protected. as per the Tree Management Plan (Attacbment 7) 

• One (1) English Holly tree, specifically tag# 787, is dying (exhibits symptoms of leaf 
blight) and should be removed and replaced. 

• Three (3) Lombardy Poplar trees, specifically tag# 777, 778, 779, under joint ownership 
located on the west property line have been previously topped. The historic topping sites 
are weakened by decay and are prone to failure. These trees should be removed and 
replaced. A consent letter for the removal of these trees from the property owners of 
5120 Blundell Road is on file , 
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• 

• 

Two (2) Douglas Fir hedges identified as tags# 773 and 774 have been previously topped, 
have no landscape value, and should be removed. 

13 existing trees on site (including 3xWestern Red Cedar, lxCherry, 3xAppie, IxSitka 
Spruce, and 5xDouglas Fir trees, tag# 769-772, 775-776, and 780-786) are either dead, 
dying (sparse canopy foliage), have been previously topped and have significant decay at 
the topping sites, or are infected with Fungal Blight. These trees are not good candidates 
for retention and should be replaced. 

While the three (3) Western Red Cedar trees (tag# 769-772) located at the southwest comer of 
the site are identified for removal, the developer would make an effort to retain them on site. 
Tree protection fencing around these trees will be installed at demolish and construction stage; a 
re-assessment of these trees will be undertaken during the course of construction. Replacement 
trees will be provided despite of future retention potential of these trees. 

Tree Replacement 

Based on the 2:1 tree replacement ratio goal stated in the Official Community Plan (OCP), 
34 replacement trees are required for the removal of 17 trees. According to the Preliminary 
Landscape Plan (Attachment 2), the developer is proposing to plant 35 new trees on-site. The 
size and species of replacement trees and an overall site landscape design will be reviewed in 
detail at the Development Permit stage. 

Tree Protection 

Tree protection fencing is required to be installed to City standards prior to any construction 
activities occurring on-site. In addition, proof that the owner has entered into a contract with a 
Certified Arborist to monitor all works to be done near or within the tree protection zone will be 
required prior to final adoption of the rezoning bylaw. 

In order to ensure that the six (6) protected trees will not be danlaged during construction, a Tree 
Survival Security will be required as part of the Landscape Letter of Credit at Development 
Pennit stage to ensure that these trees will be protected. No Landscape Letter of Credit will be 
returned until the post-construction assessment report, prepared by the Arborist, confirming the 
protected trees survived the construction, is reviewed by staff. 

Should the applicant wish to begin site preparation work after third reading of the rezoning 
bylaw, but prior to final adoption of the rezoning bylaw and issuance of the Development Permit, 
the applicant will be required to obtain a Tree Permit, install tree protection around trees to be 
retained, and submit a landscape security in the amount of $46,000.00 to ensure the replacement 
planting will be provided. 

Site Servicing and Frontage Improvements 

No capacity analysis and service upgrades are required, but site analysis for storm sewer and 
sanitary sewer will be required on the Servicing Agreement drawings (see notes under Servicing 
Agreement Requirements in Attachment 8). 
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Prior to final rezoning bylaw adoption, the developer is required to consolidate the two (2) lots 
into one (1) development parcel, register on Title a restrictive covenant to prohibit the 
conversion of the garage area into habitable space, and enter into the City's standard Servicing 
Agreement for the design and construction of frontage improvements and service connections. 
Works to include, but not limited to: removal of the existing sidewalk behind the existing curb 
and gutter (which remains), construction of a new 1.5 m concrete sidewalk along the front 
property line, and installation of a 1.41 m grass and treed boulevard between the sidewalk and 
the curb. 

Vehicle Access 

One (1) driveway from Blundell Road is proposed. The long-tenn objective is for the driveway 
access established on Blundell Road to be utilized by adjacent properties to the east and west if 
they ultimately apply to redevelop. A Public Right-of-Passage (PROP) Statutory Right-of-Way 
(SRW) over the entire area of the proposed driveway and the internal manoeuvring aisle will be 
secured as a condition of rezoning to facilitate this vision. 

Indoor Amenitv Space 

The applicant is proposing a contribution in-lieu of on-site indoor amenity space in the amount 
of $15,000 as per the Official Community Plan (OCP) and Council Policy. 

Outdoor Amenity Space 

Outdoor amenity space will be provided on-site. StafTwill work with the applicant at the 
Development Permit stage to ensure the size, configuration, and design of the outdoor amenity 
space meets the Development Pennit Guidelines in the Official Community Plan (OCP). 

Analysis 

Official Community Plan (OCP) Compliance 

The proposed development is generally consistent with the Neighbourhood Residential land use 
designation in the 2041 OCP Land Use Map, and with the location criteria and development 
requirements for arterial road townhouse developments contained in the 2041 OCP. The 
proposed height, siting and orientation of the buildings respect the massing of the existing 
developments to the south, east and west: 

• The end units of the three-storey buildings along Blundell Road are stepped down to two­
storeys along the side yards; 

• Duplex units and detached units with a two-storey massing are proposed along the rear 
property line; 

• Increased rear yard setback (minimum 6.0 m on the ground floor and 6.9 m on the second 
floor, compared to 3.0 m as required under the Low Density Townhouse zones) will be 
provided; and 

• the existing 6.0 m front yard setback will be maintained. 
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The building height, massing and setbacks will be controlled through the Development Permit 
process. 

Development Potential of Adjacent Properties 

This block of Blundell Road between Railway A venue and Clifton Road is within 800 m of a 
Neighbourhood Centre and within 400 m of a Commercial Service use; therefore, the majority of 
lots on this block of Blundell Road have a similar development potential as the subject site. 

It should be noted that two (2) coach house lots on this block (5220 and 5222 Blundell Road) 
were created under the original Lane Establishment and Arterial Road Redevelopment Policies 
(200 1) (RZ 04-270504). Given the existing lot geometries along this block the long-tenn 
viability of establishing a functional rear lane is limited, which is why staff are recommending 
townhouse development at this time. Vehicle access to potential future townhouse sites on this 
block will be reviewed on a case·by·case analysis with the objective of limiting driveway access 
locations to Blundell Road. Future redevelopments of these two (2) coach house lots into 
multiple· family uses must include the lane right·of·way at the back (purchase of the land from 
the City is required) . 

Design Review and Future Development Permit Considerations 

A Development Permit will be required to ensure that the proposed development 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 in relation to the site: 

• Compliance with Development Permit Guidelines for multiple· family projects contained 
in Section 14 of the 2041 OCP Bylaw 9000. 

• Building form and architectural character; 

• Provision of a convertible unit and design of other accessibility/aging·in.place features; 

• Site grading requirements to ensure the survival of protected trees; 

• Landscaping design and enhancement of the outdoor amenity area to maximize use; and 

• Opportunities to maximize permeable surface areas and better articulate hard surface 
treatment. 

Additional issues may be identified as part of the Development Pennit application review 
process. 

Financial Impact or Economic Impact 

None. 
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Conclusion 

The proposed IS-unit townhouse development is consistent with the Official Community 
Plan (OCP) regarding developments within the Arterial Road Policy area. Overall , the proposed 
land use, site plan, and building massing will complement the surrounding neighbourhood. 
Further review of the project design is required to ensure a high quality project and design 
consistency with the existing neighbourhood context, and this will he completed as part of the 
Development Permit application review process. The list of rezoning considerations is included 
as Attachment 8, which has been agreed to by the app licants (signed concurrence on file). On 
this basis, staff recommend support of the application. 

It is recommended that Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500 Amendment Bylaw 9055 be introduced 
and given first reading. 

Edwin Lee 
Planning Technician - Design 

EL:b1g 

Attachments: 

Attachment 1: Location Map 
Attachment 2: Conceptual Development Plans 
Attachment 3: Development Application Data Sheet 
Attachment 4: Developer's Consultation Area 
Attachment 5: Developer's Consultation Letter 
Attachment 6: Correspondence Received 
Attachment 7: Tree Management Plan 
Attachment 8: Rezoning Considerations Concurrence 
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A Tl'ACHMENT I 

Original Datc: 01 / 17/ 13 

RZ 13-627627 Amended Date: 

NOll': Dimensions are in METRES 
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City of 
Richmond 

Development Application Data Sheet 
Development Applications Division 

RZ 13-627627 Attachment 3 

Address: 5160 and 5180 Blundell Road 

Applicant: Kensington Homes Ltd. 

Planning Area(s) : --=B",lu"-n,,,d=-e1ccl _______________________ _ 

Proposed 

Owner: 955335 B.C. Ltd . To be determined. 

Site Size (m ~) : 3,400 m2 No Change 

land Uses: Single-Family Residential Multiple-Family Residential 

OCP Designation: Neighbourhood Residential No Change 

Area Plan Des ignation: NIA No Change 

702 Policy Designation : NIA No Change 

Zoning: Single Detached (RS1/E) Low Density Townhouses (RTl 4) 

Number of Units: 2 15 

Other Des ignations: NIA No Change 

On Future 
I Bylaw Requirement I Proposed I Variance 

Development Site 

Floor Area Ratio: Max. 0.60 0.60 Max. none permitted 

Lot Coverage - Building " Max. 40% 40% Max. none 

l ot Coverage - Non-porous Max. 65% 65% Max. none 
Surfaces: 

Lot Coverage - Landscaping: Min. 25% 25% Min. none 

Setback - Front Yard (m): Min. 6.0 m 6.0 m Min. none 

Setback - East Side Yard (m): Min. 3.0 m 3.7 m Min. none 

Setback - West Side Yard (m): Min. 3.0 m 3.0 m Min. none 

Setback - Rear Yard (m): Min. 3.0 m 6.0 Min. none 

Height (m): Max. 12 .0 m (3 storeys) 10.55 m (3 storeys Max.) none 

Lot Width: Min. 50.0 m 65.6 m none 

Off-strere!~ark ing ~~~~es- 2 (R) and 0.2 (V) per unit 
2 (R) and 0.21 (V) per none 

Reautar R I Visitor V : unit 

Off-street Parking Spaces - Total: 33 33 none 
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DeV~I~ F~~U~: Site Bylaw Requirement Proposed 

Tandem Parking Spaces: 

Small Car Parking Spaces 

Handicap Parking Spaces: 

Amenity Space - Indoor: 

Amenity Space - Outdoor: 

Max. 50% of proposed 
residential spaces 

or 
more spaces are 

provided on site (33 x 
Max. 50% = 1 

i . or more 
visitor parking spaces are 
required (3 x Min. 2% = 

Min. 70 m2 or Cash-in-lieu 

12 

o 

1 

Cash-in-lieu 

Other: Tree replacement compensation required for removal of bylaw-sized trees. 

3959434 

none 

none 

none 

none 

none 

CNCL - 185



AITACHMENT 4 

I 
I--

* 
I--

I--

I--

I--

I-- \ 
I--

~ ~ l- I"""" 

5011 

L- 5031 5051 5071 5091 09 5111 5131 5151 5171 5191 5211 5231 5251 5271 5291 5311 5331 .. BLUNDELL RD 
5020 02 5040 5080 '" 5120 5160 

~ 
5200 5208 2 ~ 5240 " Q<5 N N " ~ ~ • 

~ ~ 

" M Z '" • 

~ 
~ 0 

~ ~ ... 
- t.. 

;>. I ~ -
~ 

-l 
r---- U 

;..- - CHETWYNDAVE - _ SUBJECT ;2 .,. V 
_ SITE 

I I 
( 

~ 
/ '-------VI \ 

Consultation Area Original Date: 08/27/ 13 

RZ 13-627627 
Revision Date: 

Note: Dimensions are in Mr:TRES 

CNCL - 186



AITACHMENT5 

BLUNDELL VENTURES LIMITED PARTNERSHIP 
2200 Shell Road, Richmond, V6X 2Pl 

May 30th. 20 13 
Dear Neighbour. 
We would like to iofonn you that we have applied to City of Richmond 10 rezone the properties 
at 5160 & 5180 Blundell Road from RS l IE [0 RTL3 in order to construct 15 townhouse units. 
TIle proposed development is as follows: 

The consol idated lot size for the project is 36,613 square feet. The proposed tmall iving 
space noar area is 21,600 square feet (FAR = 60%), with a site coverage of 14,645 
square feet (40%). 
15 two and three storey multi-family units are proposed in the fo rm of five single units, 
one duplex, one 4-unit building and one 5-unit buildi ng. Five single un its and o ne 
duplex are located along the rear property line to minimize the impact on single family 
houses to the south. Two 2 & 3 storey (one 4-unit and one 5-unit) bui lding froms 
Blundell Road. Along Blundell Road, 2 storey units are proposed adjacent to single 
family properties to the east and west. Vehicle access is provided from a 7.5 m wide 
drive aisle located approximately in the middle of the site frontage. 

Our proposal follows the Blundell Official Community Plan (OCP) policies and provides 
ground oriented fami ly units in fonn and character which fit into the existing neighbourhood. 
At mis time. we are soliciting input from the neighbourhood. If you have <Illy queries or 
concerns about the proposed development, please contact one of the fol lowing on or before 
l5thJune,2013: 

0' 

We thank you fo r your kind attention. 
Yours tru ly, 

Blundell Ventures LP 

City of Richmond 
Edwin Lee. Planner 
elee@richmond.ca 

Blundell Ventures LP 
Nick Poon, Project Manager 
info@kensingtonhomes.ca 

CNCL - 187



Lee, Edwin 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Rick Mahar [rickandmona@gmail.com] 
Friday, 26 July 201312:49 
Lee, Edwin 
Re: Rezoning of 5160 & 5180 Blundell 

ATTACHMENT 6 

Hi Edwin in response to our conversation,here are a few general concerns on the development directly across 
the street from my house .. 

1. Property value will be negatively impacted to my new home.Usually in these developments they are across 
older homes/schools and or other townhome developments. 
Examples would be developments on 8000 block of Williams rd and other townhome developments on 
Blundell. 
Maybe a higher level of exterior finishing would greatly improve street appeal. 
2. Driveway placement is also a concern as a driveway directly facing my property would greatly devalue my 
property 
3. The proximity to the Intersection of Blundelll Railway is also a concern as it is a well known problematic 
intersection involving many accidents. 
Maybe keeping to one lane during peak hours might help? 
4. Development is next door to a Montessori which already brings in major car traffic during peak times which 
clogs traffic in front of house because ofleft turn into said driveway. The close proximity of townhouse 
driveway will just exasperate the situation 

I understand the city's community plan but this development would be the farthest west on Blundell where all 
large single family homes exist. 
Hopefully we can resolve some of these problems. Thanks in advance 

On Tue, lui 16,2013 at 10:03 AM, Lee, Edwin <ELee@richmond.ca>wrote: 

Rick, 

According to Ollr telephone conversion on July 4, 2013, you were going to provide us with a written submission Oll your 
concerns with the proposed development. 1 would like to advise yOll that J have 110t yet received sllch submission and it 
would .be great if you could provide us with this submission by July 23, 2013. The applicant would like to address your 
concerns and proceed to the next stage of the application. Should you have any questions, please feel free to contact me 
at 604-276-4121. 

Regards, . 
Edwin 
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City of 
Richmond 

Address: 5160 and 51 80 Blundell Road 

AITACHMENT 8 

Rezoning Considerations 
Development Applications Division 

6911 NO.3 Road, Richmond, Be V6Y 2C1 

File No.: RZ 13-627627 

Prior to fin al adoption of Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500, Amendment Bylaw 9055, the developer is 
required to complete the following: 
I. Consolidation of all the lots into one development parcel (which will require the demolition of the existing dwellings). 

2. Registration of a Public Rights-of-Passage (PROP) statutory rights-of-way (ROW), and/or other legal agreements or 
measures, as detennined to the satisfaction of the Director of Development, over the internal drive-ais le in favour of 
future townhouse developments to the east and west. Language should be included in the ROW document that the 
City will not be responsible for maintenance or liability within this ROW. 

3. Registration of a flood indemnity covenant on title. 

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

5. Submission of a Contract entered into between the applicant and a Certified Arborist for supervision of anyon-site 
works conducted near/within the tree protection zone of the trees to be retained. The Contract should include the 
scope of work to be undertaken, inc ludi ng: the proposed number of site monitoring inspections, and a provision for 
the Arborist to submit a post-construction assessment report to the City for rev iew. 

6. City acceptance of the developer's offer to voluntarily contribute $0.77 per buildable square foot (e.g. $16,909.59) to 
the City'S Public Art fund. 

7. Contribution of $1,000.00 per dwell ing unit (e.g. $15,000.00) in-lieu of on-site indoor amenity space. 

8. City acceptance of the devc lopcr's offer to voluntari ly contribute $2.00 per buildable square foot (e.g. $43,921.00) to 
the City's affordable housing fund. 

9. The submission and processing of a Development Permit'" completed to a level deemed acceptable by the Director of 
Development. 

10. Entel into a Servicing Agreement'" for the design and construction of frontage improvements and service connections . 
Works include, but may not be limited to: removal of the existing sidewalk, construction of a new 1.5 m concrete 
sidewalk at the north property line of the site, and a 1.41 m grass and treed boulevard (between curb & sidewalk). 

Notes: Engineering Department has confirmed that Water, Storm, and Sanitary analysis and upgrades are not 
required . A site analysis will be required on the Servicing Agreement drawings, for Storm and Sanitary site 
connections only. Design to also include water, storm and sanitary service connect ions for the proposed 
townhouse development. 

Prior to a Development Permit' being fonvarded to the Development Permit Panel for consideration, the 
developer is requircd to: 
1. Submission of a Landscape Plan, prepared by a Registered Landscape Architect, to the satisfaction of the Director of 

Development, and a Landscaping Cost Estimate provided by the Landscape Architect, including installation costs. 
The Landscape Plan should: 
• comply with the Development Permit Guidelines and the Arterial Road Policy in the OCP and should not include 

hedges a long the front property line. 
• include a mix of coniferous and deciduous trees. 

• include the 34 required replacement trees with the following minimum sizes: 

No. of Replacement Trees Minimum Caliper of Dec iduous Tree 
~~~~~~~~-, 

or Minimum Height of Coniferous Tree 

14 8em 3.5m 

8 8 em 4.0m 

2 gem 5.0 m 

10 11 em 6.0 m 

Initial: __ _ 
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If required replacement trees cannot be accommodated on-site, a cash-in-lieu contribution in the amount of $500/tree 
to the City's Tree Compensation Fund for off-site planting is required. 

Prior to Development Permit Issuance, the developer must complete the following requirements: 
1. Submission of a Tree Survival Security to the City as part of the Landscape Letter of Cred it to ensure that the trees to 

be retained on-site will be protected . No Landscape Letter of Cred it will be returned until the post-construction 
assessment report confirming the protected trees survived the construction, prepared by the Arborist, is reviewed by 
staff. 

Prior to Building Permit Issuance, the developer must complete the following requirements: 
I. In stal lation of appropriate tree protecti on fencing around all trees to be retained as part of the development prior to 

any construction activities, including building demolition, occurrin g on-site . 

2. Submission of fire flow calculations s igned and sealed by a professional engineer, based on the Fire Underwriters 
Survey to confiml that there is adequate available water flow. 

3. Submi ssion of DCC's (City & GVS&DD), School site acquisition charges, and Uti lity charges etc. 

4. Submission of a Construction Parking and Traffic Management Plan to the Transportation Division. Management 
Plan shall include location for parking for services, deliveries, workers, load ing, application for any lane closures, and 
proper construction traffic controls as per Traffic Contro l Manual for works on Roadways (by Ministry of 
Transportation) and MMCD Traffic Regulation Section 01570. 

5. lncorporation of accessibility measures in Building Permit (B P) plans as determined via the Rezoning and/or 
Development Penn it processes. 

6. Obtain a Building Permit (BP) for any construction hoarding. If constructi on hoarding is required to temporarily 
occupy a public street, the air space above a public street, or any part thereof, additi onal City approvals and associated 
fees may be required as part of the Building Permit. For additional information, contact the Building Approvals 
Division at 604-276-4285. 

Note: 

• 
• 

This requires a separate application. 

Where the Director of Development deems appropriate, the preceding agreements are to be drawn not only as personal covenants 
of the property owner but also as covenants pursuant to Section 219 of the Land Title Act. 

All agreements to be registered in the Land Title Office shall have priority over all such liens, charges and encumbrances as is 
considered advisab le 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. 

• Additionallegai agreements, as determined via the subject development's Servicing Agreement(s) and/or Development Permit(s), 
and/or Building Permit(s) to the satisfaction of the Director of Engineering may be required including, but not limited to, site 
investigation, testing, monitoring, site preparation, de-watering, drilling, underpinning, anchoring, shoring, piling, pre-loading, 
ground densification or other activities that may result in sett lement, displacement, subsidence, damage or nuisance to City and 
private utility infrastructure. 

• Applicants for all City Permits are required to comply at all times with the conditions of the Provincial Wildlife ACI and Federal 
Migratory Birds Convention Act, which contain prohibitions on the removal or disturbance of both birds and their nests. Issuance 
of Municipal permits does not give an individual authority to contravene these legislations. The City of Richmond recommends 
that where significant trees or vegetation exists on site, the services of a Qualified Environmental Professional (QEP) be secured 
to perform a survey and ensure that development activities are in compliance with all relevant legislation. 

[signed copy on file] 

Signed Date 
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City of 
Richmond 

Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500 
Amendment Bylaw 9055 (RZ 13-627627) 

5160 and 5180 Blundell Road 

Bylaw 9055 

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

1. The Zoning Map of the City of Richmond, which accompanies and [onus part of Richmond 
Zoning Bylaw 8500, is amended by repealing the existing zoning designation of the 
following area and by designating it "LOW DENSITY TOWNHOUSES (RTL4)". 

P.I.D.003-590-640 
Lot 2 Except Part Subdivided by Plan 41965 Section 24 Block 4 North Range 7 West New 
Westminster District Plan 11067 ' 

and 

P.I.D.009-452-567 
West 82 Feet Lot 3 Except: Part Subdivided by Plan 41965; Section 24 Block 4 Nortb 
Range 7 West New Westminster District Plan 11067 

2. This Bylaw may be cited as "llichmond Zoning Bylaw 8500, Amendment Bylaw 9055". 

FIRST READING 

A PUBLIC HEARING WAS HELD ON 

SECOND READING 

THIRD READING 

OTHER CONDITIONS SATISFIED 

ADOPTED 

MAYOR CORPORATE OFFICER 

3969021 

CITY OF 
RICHMOND 

APPROVED 

"' ~ 
APPROVED 
by ~r""tcr 

/12' 
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City of 
Richmond 

Report to Committee 

To: Public Works & Transportation Committee Date: August 21, 2013 

From: Victor Wei, P. 'Eng. File: 01-0150-20-ICBC1-
Director, Transportation 01/2013-Vo101 

Re: ICBC-CITY OF RICHMOND ROAD SAFETY PARTNERSHIP 

Staff Recommendation 

1. That a letter be sent to the Board of Directors ofICBC expressing the City's appreciation of 
ICBC's comprehensive and collaborative approach to improving road safety in Richmond for 
all users. 

2. That a copy of the report dated August 21,2013 from the Director, Transportation outlining 
ICBC-City partnerships that have contributed to improved road safety in Richmond be 
forwarded to the Richmond Council-School Board Liaison Committee for information. 

3. That the additional proposed road safety improvement projects, as described in the report, be 
endorsed for submission to the ICBC 2013 Road Improvement Program for consideration of 
cost sharing funding. 

4. 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 2013 Capital Plan and 5-Year (2013-2017) Financial Plan be 
amended accordingly. 

~ ~~--zc 

Victor Wei, P. Eng. 
Director, Transportation 
(604-276-4131) 

Att.3 

ROUTED To: 

Finance Division 
Engineering 
Law 
RCMP 

REVIEWED BY DIRECTORS 

3833578 

> ~~-------

REPORT CONCURRENCE 

CONCURRENCE 

INITIALS: REVIEWED BY CAO 

1)w 
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Staff Report 

Origin 

The City and ICBC have a long-standing collaborative approach to improve road safety in 
Richmond, which supports Council's community safety term goal via the implementation of 
road-related measures that are targeted to the city's specific needs and priorities as well as 
contribute to a healthy and liveable community. This report summarizes traffic safety projects 
that have received funding from the ICBC-City Road Improvement Program and outlines other 
ICBC-City partnerships that together have contributed to improved road safety in Richmond for 
all users of city streets. 

Analysis 

1. Road Improvement Program 

ICBC initiated the Road Improvement Program in 1990 to help fund the implementation of road 
safety engineering measures to reduce the frequency and/or severity of crashes athigh-risk 
locations, reduce claims costs and reduce the potential for crashes. The Program has fostered 
committed partnerships with communities across BC such as Richmond, which began 
participating in 1996, based on a strong mutual interest of reducing crashes. 

1.1. Types of Initiatives Funded 

The Program provides funding to assist with 
road safety improvements specific to high­
crash and high conflict locations, broader 
measures known to improve road safety and, 
more recently, pro-active and innovative 
safety measures (see Attachment 1 for a list 
of the current priorities of the Program). 
Examples of eligible projects include: 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

the upgrade of road signs and markings to 
a consistent standard; 
traffic signal head upgrades such as larger diameter 
lenses, provision of a primary signal head for each 
through lane, and installation of highly reflective tape 
on the perimeter of the yellow backboards; 
installation of uninterrupted power supply at 
signalized intersections to ensure that signals remain 
operational during power outages; 
anti-skid surfacing treatments to reduce collisions or 
conflicts occurring under wet pavement conditions or 
due to loss of control; 
improved curve delineation with signage and pavement 
markings on roads with a history of off-road crashes; 

neators at 
No.6 Road S-Curve 

LED Street Name Signs 

• "grey spot" safety treatments that attempt to pro-actively address safety concerns at sites with 
high conflict situations (e.g., school zones) but not necessarily a high recorded crash history; 
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• the use of new technology and tools that currently may not have extensive research but show 
promise of potential benefits; and 

• safety improvements for vulnerable road users (pedestrians and cyclists) such as pedestrian­
actuated flashing beacons at crosswalks (i.e. , special crosswalks), countdown timers at 
signalized intersections and shoulder widening for bike lanes. 

1.2 Evaluation Criteria 

Initially, ICBC funded only those retrofit road safety projects that were located at documented 
high crash and high conflict sites, and where the agency's analysis indicated that the proposed 
safety improvement and ICBC' s contribution would meet a target return on investment of2:1 
over two years. In other words, for every dollar that ICBC invested into a road improvement 
project, ICBC would expect to save at least two dollars in claims costs within two years. This 
initial investment criterion of a 2: 1 return over a two-year period remained in place until 2002. 

In 2003, the funding criteria was changed to a target return on investment of3 :1 in two years to 
better reflect the actual rate of return that ICBC was achieving. However, subsequent review 
determined that the 3: 1 criteria was too aggressive and caused a significant reduction in the level 
ofICBC contribution, which in turn marginalized ICBC' s involvement in some projects. The 
funding criterion was therefore changed again in 2007, such that ICBC would expect to achieve a 
50 per cent internal rate of return. 

Effective 2013, ICBC broadened the eligibility of potential road safety projects to allow 
consideration of the implementation of new technology as well as pro-active measures to reduce 
the potential for crashes and to increase the safety of vulnerable road users such as pedestrians 
and cyclists. 

1.3 Past Projects in Richmond 

Attachment 2 summarizes the annual funding contributed by 
ICBC under the program as well as the major City projects that 
received the funding. Over the past 17 years (1996-2012), 
ICBC has contributed a total of nearly $4.0 million to the City 
for an average of $233,860 per year. 

Recent projects around schools include the construction of 
neighbourhood walkways on Herbert Road (Afton Drive-Bates 
Road) and Aquila Road (lane north of Williams Road-Albion 
Road), both of which benefit students walking to/from school, 
and the installation of flashing school zone warning signs on 
Garden City Road at Garden City School to warn motorists of 
the presence of schoolchildren and remind drivers of the 50 kmIh 
speed limit. 

Flashing Beacons at Garden 
City Elementary School 

This ICBC-City partnership is a vital component of the City' s traffic safety program as it enables 
the City not only to undertake more traffic safety enhancements than it could alone but also to 
expedite some of these road safety improvement projects. 
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1.4 Program Results 

In 2009, ICBC undertook an evaluation of the safety performance of a sample oflocations across 
BC (including three in Richmond) that have been improved under the Program in order to 
quantify its overall effectiveness by: 

• determining if the frequency and/or severity of collisions at the improvement sites was 
reduced after the implementation of the improvement; and by 

• quantifying the program costs versus the economic safety benefits to determine the return on 
ICBC's road safety investment. 

As summarized in Table 1, the results indicated 
that the goals and objectives ofICBC's Road 
Improvement Program have been achieved with 
an overall reduction in the frequency and 
severity of collisions and an excellent return on 
road improvement investments. 

The same evaluation concluded that, within 
Richmond, ICBC sees a return four times the 
investment (i.e., for every dollar invested, ICBC 
saves $4.00 in claims costs) - savings that get 
passed onto Richmond drivers. 

Table 1: Road Improvement Program 
Evaluation Results (2009) 

Criterion Result 
• Property damage only 

Collision collisions reduced by 11.9% 
Reduction • Severe (fatal + injury) 

collisions reduced by 19.6% 
Economic: 

Net present value of $21.3M 2-Yr Service • 
Life • Benefit/Cost ratio of 5.6 

Economic: 
Net present value of $54.1 M 

5-Yr Service • 
Life • Benefit/Cost ratio of 12.8 

Given the significantly positive results achieved by the Program, ICBC not only is continuing its 
operation but also, as noted in Section 1.2, has recently expanded its scope of eligible projects to 
realize even greater benefits for road users. Staff anticipate using this opportunity to submit 
additional neighbourhood traffic safety projects such as the construction of walkways on local 
streets and the implementation of traffic calming measures, particularly in school zones. 

1.5 Additional 2013 ICBC-City of Richmond Road Improvement Projects 

At its March 25, 2013 meeting, Council approved the submission of a number of proposed road 
safety improvement projects to the 2013 Road Improvement Program for consideration of cost­
share funding. Since that time, staff have identified several additional projects related to the 
construction of the Railway Greenway for potential cost-share funding as shown in Table 2. 
With respect to the proposed project to install northbound left-tum arrows along Railway 
Avenue, ICBC has already pre-approved the project and prepared the cost-share agreements for 
execution. 

Upon approval of a project by ICBC, the City would be required to enter into a funding 
agreement with ICBC. The agreement is provided by ICBC and generally includes an indemnity 
in favour ofICBC. Staff recommend that the Chief Administrative Officer and General 
Manager, Planning and Development be authorized to execute the funding agreements for 
approved projects and the 2013 Capital Plan and 5-Year (2013-2017) Financial Plan be amended 
accordingly to reflect the receipt of external grants. 
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Table 2: Proposed Additional 2013 City-ICSC Road Improvement Projects 

Proposed Project(1) Est Total Source of City External Agency 
Cost Funds(2) Funding 

Installation of NB left-turn arrows: $9,000 $42,000 

• Railway Ave at Steveston Hwy, $60,000 2013 Traffic Signal ICBC (pending) 
$9,000 Williams Rd, Francis Rd, Blundell Rd Program 

TransLink (confirmed) 
Delineation of greenway crossings with 

$37,500 green anti-skid surface: 
2013 Active $37,500 • Railway Ave south of Brunswick Dr $75,000 Transportation TransLink 

and Steveston Hwy, Williams Rd, Improvement (confirmed) Princeton Ave, Francis Rd, Blundell 
Rd, Granville Ave 

Program 

Installation of raised crosswalks: $33,500 
$33,500 

• Granville Ave at McCalian Road $67,000 2013 Neighbourhood 
TransLink 

• Railway Ave west of Brunswick Dr 
Traffic Safety 

(confirmed) Program 
.. 

(1) Should additional proposed projects not listed be approved by ICSC to receive funding, the City's portion would 
be drawn from funding sources previously approved by Council. 

(2) Should the submitted project receive funding from ICSC, the City's portion of the total cost would be reduced 
accordingly. 

2. Municipal Road Safety Audit Program 

Since 2001, ICBC has offered the services of its road safety specialists to perform road safety 
audits, which are formal and independent safety performance reviews of road transportation 
projects based on sound road safety engineering principles and undertaken from the perspective 
of all road users. The objectives of a road safety audit are to: 

• minimize the frequency and severity of preventable collisions; 
• consider the safety of all road users, including vulnerable road users; 
• ensure that collision mitigation measures that may eliminate or reduce the identified safety 

problems are considered fully; and 
• minimize potentially negative safety impacts outside the project limits (i.e., avoid introducing 

collisions elsewhere along the route or on the network). 

The resulting reports document any identified safety issues and suggest improvements to address 
those issues at a conceptual level. These improvements can then be incorporated as each project 
proceeds through detailed design. Current major road projects that have benefitted from ICBC's 
review and expertise include the widening of Westminster Highway (Nelson Road-McMillan 
Way) and No.6 Road (northbound between Westminster Highway and International Place). 

3. Intersection Safety Camera Program 

ICBC is a partner with the provincial government in the Intersection Safety Camera (ISC) 
Program, which was upgraded in 2010 with digital red-light cameras and expanded to 140 of 
B.C.' s most crash- and casualty-prone intersections. As part of this upgrade, eight new locations 
in Richmond were selected based on their rankings generated by a prediction model that 
considered crash frequency and severity, crash configurations, potential for improvement by an 
ISC, and the cost-benefit results derived by measuring predicted crash reduction against the 
projected cost of installing and operating a camera at a site. All eight cameras became fully 
operational in Spring 2011. CNCL - 197
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An independent study to evaluate the impact of the 
expanded and upgraded ISC program is in progress and 
the results will be available in early 2014. The most 
recent peer-reviewed research conducted by ICBC 
concluded that intersection safety cameras reduced total 
crashes at ISC sites by five per cent. The research also 
showed a similar decrease in crashes resulting in injuries 
and fatalities. ICBC anticipates that the upgraded and 
expanded program will improve these road safety 
benefits. 

4. Road Safety Education & Enforcement 

File: 01SO-20-ICBC1-01/2013-Vol 01 

Intersection Safety Camera 

ICBC works with Richmond RCMP and City staff to operate a number of recurring road safety 
campaigns in Richmond throughout each year that are often linked to seasonal events and 
changing weather conditions such as summer and holiday CounterAttack (June and December), 
back to school (September) and pedestrian safety (Spring and Fall at change of daylight savings 
time). For example, with respect to pedestrian safety, Richmond RCMP, ICBC and the City of 
Richmond jointly distributed 1,000 fluorescent wrist bands to pedestrians in high pedestrian 
locations throughout Richmond in Spring and Fall 2012 as part of a campaign to educate and 
remind pedestrians on safety tips when travelling in the dark or late at night. 

These annual campaigns are supplemented by specific events directed at a particular behaviour 
such as driver distraction (e.g., using a handheld device while driving). Attachment 3 identifies 
ICBC's 2013 calendar of road safety education campaigns. Active enforcement of the targeted 
behaviour by Richmond RCMP is a key component of the campaigns and all campaigns involve 
extensive use of media (e.g., television, radio, bus tail, and cinema advertising as well as staged 
demonstrations) for maximum dissemination of the messages to the public. 

ICBC also supports the Speed and Auto Crime 
Watch Programs. Speed Watch seeks to promote 
safer driving habits by encouraging all drivers to 
slow down. Through the use of portable speed 
radar equipment electronic reader boards, drivers 
receive instant feedback on the speeds they are 
traveling as well as reminders of the posted speed 
by placement of signs indicating the allowable 
speed in the zone they are being monitored. 
Volunteers track the number of speeders, their Speed Watch Volunteers 
speeds and a number of other qualifiers. This 
information is forwarded to Richmond RCMP and used to assist in prioritizing enforcement 
efforts. In 2012, over 25 volunteers completed the ICBC Speed Watch Training course and, in 
total, volunteers in Richmond checked over 134,700 vehicles for their speed. 

In September 2012, the Richmond RCMP and ICBC conducted "Project Swoop," which is a 
speed watch education and enforcement day throughout Richmond. Volunteers, Richmond 
RCMP traffic and auxiliary members set up speed watch deployments at five locations in the 
morning and five locations in the afternoon. If a motorist went through a speed watch 
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deployment and did not slow down, RCMP traffic members were set up just down the road to 
ticket those individuals who continued to speed. 

With respect to auto crime, Crime Watch volunteers checked over 119,190 vehicles for signs of 
auto crime in various parking lots throughout Richmond in 2012. They also handed out 17,400 
Lock Out Auto Crime notices to vehicles in parking lots to educate drivers about leaving 
valuables in their vehicles and to recognize when they were doing all the right things to avoid 
becoming an auto crime victim. These same volunteers ran over 42,500 vehicle license plates 
through the Stolen Auto Recovery Program. 

IeBC also provides annual crash data for Richmond and tools for analysis to assist the City in 
identifying high-crash locations. Funding support is also available to undertake studies at those 
high-crash locations to identify countermeasures that would reduce crashes. 

5. Membership on City Committees 

ICBC is a valued member of the following City committees: 

• Traffic Safety Advisory Committee: formed in 1997 to create a co-operative partnership 
between City staff, community groups and other agencies that seek to enhance traffic and 
pedestrian safety in Richmond. The Committee provides input and feedback on a wide range 
of traffic safety issues such as school zone concerns, neighbourhood traffic calming requests 
and traffic-related education initiatives, and has initiated a range of successful measures 
encompassing engineering, education and enforcement activities. 

• REACT (Richmond Events Approval Coordination Team): forum of cross-departmental and 
public safety agency staff that reviews event applications, initiates event approvals, ensures 
coordination of City and agency services, and provides a one-stop approval process for 
managers of events external to the City (i.e., not organized by the City). 

6. Future Directions 

As noted in Section 1, ICBC's Road Improvement Program originally focused only on retrofit 
projects at documented high crash locations for motor vehicles. Effective 2013, the Program's 
strategic focus for eligible projects expanded to include proactive measures as well as 
improvements specific to vulnerable road users (i.e., pedestrians and cyclists). 

Both the Official Community Plan and Council have long- and near-term goals that seek to 
reduce greenhouse gas emissions, enhance community safety and mobility, and improve the 
overall health and liveability of Richmond. In line with these goals, staff intend to prioritize 
future road safety improvements that: 

• support alternative travel modes such as the construction of walkways, particularly around 
school zones and neighbourhood centres; 

• enhance the safety of vulnerable road users (e.g., upgrade of arterial road crosswalks, 
construction of new local street bikeways, and transit stop upgrades); and 

• mitigate the negative impacts of vehicle traffic, particularly within neighbourhoods (e.g., 
traffic calming measures). 
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With respect to education and enforcement, ICBC and Richmond RCMP both align their campaigns 
to support City priorities for road safety, which include campaigns targeted at pedestrian safety, 
intersection safety, distracted driving (e.g., cell phone use), and seatbelt use. 

In recognition ofICBC's multi-faceted and collaborative approach to improving road safety in 
Richmond through its support of engineering, education and enforcement measures, staff 
recommend that a letter be sent to the Board of Directors ofICBC expressing the City's 
appreciation ofICBC's continued efforts that have materially enhanced the level of community 
safety in Richmond. 

Financial Impact 

None. 

The funding sources for the City's portion of the costs of the proposed projects have been 
previously approved or endorsed by Council as indicated in Table 2 in this report. Several of the 
identified projects have additional external grants either approved or pending approval from 
other agencies such as TransLink. 

Conclusion 

ICBC is a significant long-time partner working with the City to promote traffic safety in 
Richmond. The traffic safety initiatives jointly implemented by ICBC and the City together with 
Richmond RCMP, including various road and traffic management enhancements, educational 
efforts and enforcement measures, have expedited a higher number of projects being implemented, 
resulted in safer streets for all road users in Richmond and, in turn, enhanced the liveability of the 
city. 

Joan Caravan 
Transportation Planner 
(604-276-4035) 

JC:lce 
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Attachment 1 

ICBC Road Improvement Program: Eligible Projects 

Esplanade (171 ESW) 
North Vancouver, B.C. 
V&M 3H9 

Telephone: 604-542-1118 
e-mail: david.hill@icbc.com 

Date: April 19, 2013 

RE: ICSC Cost Sharing Opportunities - Road Improvement Program 

The following summarizes the various initiatives that funding assistance can be provided from 
ICSC's Road Improvement Program (RIP) towards safety improvements in BC communities. The 
Program aims to reduce crashes and claims costs, and reduce the potential for crashes, by 
financially supporting engineering measures that will improve safety at recognized high crash and 
high conflict locations. 

RETROFIT PROGRAM (high crash areas) 

Municipal Capital & Rehabilitation Projects 
ICSC will cost share with municipalities on Road Improvement Projects that incorporate proven 
safety measures at documented high crash locations. These include but are not limited to traffic 
signals, modern roundabouts, corridor widening , street lighting and intersection channelization. 

Modern Roundabouts 
Roundabouts can help reduce serious crashes, particularly crashes involving bodily injury, while 
also lessening vehicle speed, improving pedestrian and bicycle safety and eliminating the need 
for traffic signals. In addition to providing cost sharing of modern roundabouts at high crash 
locations, ICSC can assist in identifying the benefits of roundabouts and appropriate locations, 
and in providing implementation assistance in terms of education material. 

Road Sign & Road Marking Reviews & Upgrades 
ICSC is encouraging smaller communities to upgrade their road signs and markings to a 
consistent standard. This is being undertaken by offering workshops, conducting a review of 
existing facilities and procedures and helping cost share towards recommended improvements. 

Safety Studies 
Funding will be available to cost share on safety studies of intersections, corridors or other areas 
of concern to the community. Typically, we undertake safety reviews that help the municipality to 
evaluate recognized safety concerns and identify safety improvement options for municipal 
consideration. The studies also indicate ICSC funding levels that may be warranted towards the 
various improvement options. 

Uninterrupted Power Supply Systems (UPS) 
ICSC also provides funding towards the installation of UPS at signalized intersections to ensure 
that the signals remain operational during power outages. 

Traffic Signal Head Upgrades 
Safety can be improved at signalized intersections by upgrading existing signal heads from 
200mm to 300mm diameter lenses, providing a primary signal head for each through lane, and 
installing highly reflective tape on the perimeter of the yellow backboards. ICSC funding 
assistance will be available for these types of improvements. 

Highly Reflective Pavement Markings 
ICSC will consider funding treatments that include upgrading paint markings to highly reflective 
inlaid profiled thermoplastic, surface-mounted highly reflective profiled thermoplastic, or wet 
reflective tape (inlaid or overlay) that have demonstrated effectiveness in reducing collision 
frequency and severity. 
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ICBC Road Improvement Program: Eligible Projects 

Page 2of2 

Anti-Skid Treatments 
Implementation of anti-skid surfacing treatments to reduce the frequency of collisions at locations 
where there are collisions occurring under wet pavement conditions or due to loss of control. 

Enhanced Curve Delineation 
ICSC will cost share towards improved curve delineation (i.e; signage & pavement markings) on 
roads with a history of off-road collisions. 

Centre-line & Shoulder Rumble Strips 
ICSC will help fund the installation of Centre-line and Shoulder rumble strips in areas where there 
has been a history of centre-line cross over and off road incidents. 

Speed Reader Soards 
In recent years this program was offered by ICSC, but it was not administered by the Road 
Improvement Program. Commencing in 2013, the RIP will be responsible for evaluating funding 
applications for these devices in areas where they are considered to be effective tools to address 
speed related concerns or increase driver awareness in high risk areas. 

PROACTIVE PROGRAM (high conflict areas) 

Road Safety Audits 
ICSC will undertake road safety audits, at no cost to the municipality, of an existing or future road 
corridor or intersection improvement. Road safety audits can be used in any phase of project 
development from planning and preliminary engineering, design and construction. 

Grey Spot Safety Treatments 
ICSC will help cost share towards improvements that attempt to pro-actively address safety 
concerns at locations that are associated with high conflict situations. This will involve sites that 
may not be eligible for funding based on a recorded crash history. 

Innovation & New Technology 
New technology and new tools to respond to road safety issues are constantly being developed. 
ICSC will support municipalities to study and implement road improvements that may not 
currently have extensive research, but show promise of potential safety benefits. 

Vulnerable Road User Improvements 
ICSC will help fund safety improvements related to vulnerable road users (i.e; pedestrian & 
cyclists). This can include pedestrian crosswalks, countdown timers at signalized intersections, 
pedestrian activated flashing crosswalks, shoulder widening for bicycle use, sidewalks, etc ... 

It should be noted that ICSC's Road Improvement Program has limited resources and therefore 
applications are prioritized based on the available funding and review of the specific safety history 
at each site. Applications for ICSC funding consideration for your area can be forwarded to the 
Road Safety Engineer as indicated by the contact information contained in this letter. 

David Hill, P.Eng. 
Road Safety Engineer 
Lower Mainland Region, 
ICBC building trust. driving confidence. 

direct: 604-542-1118 
mobile: 604-862-0807 
e-mail: david.hill@icbc.com 
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Attachment 2 

ICBC Funding Contributions to Richmond Road Safety Projects: 1996-2012 

Year Major Projects Funded ICBe Funding 
Contribution 

1996 • Traffic safety improvements along Hazelbridge Way $49,000 

1997 • Traffic safety improvements along Blundell Road corridor (Phase 1) 
$129,000 

• Improvements to Garden City Road and Alderbridge Way intersection 

1998 • Traffic safety improvements along Blundell Road corridor (Phase 2) 
$90,000 • Traffic signal upgardes at various locations 

• Intersection signal & sign upgrades at various locations 

1999 • Traffic safety improvements along Westminster Highway corridor 
$408,000 • Installation of new traffic signal on No. 2 Road at MacDona Ids (Blundell Centre) 

• Construction of left-turn bays at Blundell Road and No.2 Road 

• Replacement of 700 stop signs 
2000 • Traffic signal upgardes at various locations $287,800 

• Various traffic safety improvements 

2001 • Installation of four new traffic Signals and one special crosswalk 
$400,000 • Traffic safety improvements to Sea Island Way and St. Edwards Drive 

• Installation of special crosswalk on River Road at Hollybridge Way 

• Construction of bike lanes on Williams Road (No. 1 Road to west dyke) 
2002 • Upgrade of signal visibility at four intersections on Sea Island $364,000 

• Installation of left-turn signals at seven intersections 
• Installation of traffic safety features on Airport Connector Bridge 

• Installation of left-turn signals at various intersections 
• Installation of new traffic signal at Hazelbridge Way and Leslie Road 

2003 • Construction of Garden City Rd extension (Sea Island Way-Bridgeport Road) 
$317,000 • Installation of pavement lane markings on Hazelbridge Way and Cooney Road 

• Upgrade of traffic signals downloaded from Province (5 locations) 
• Rehabilitation of Blundell Road (No. 4 Road to Shell Road) 

• Traffic safety reviews of various intersections 

2004 • Centre median installation on Westminster Hwy. (Buswell St. to Cooney Rd . 
$75,670 • Centre median delineator installation on No.2 Road south of Blundell Road 

• Installation of roadside barriers on No. 2 Road north of Granville Avenue 

• Westminster Hwy and No. 4 Road intersection improvements 

• City-wide upgrade of traffic signals (new backboards & reflective tape) : Phase 1-
2005 • Upgrades to 25 signalized intersections (VOlume-density treatments): Phase 1 $261 ,000 

• Westminster Highway and No.5 Road intersection improvements 
• Steveston Highway and No. 5 Road intersection improvements: Phase 1 

• Upgrade of over 100 intersections with third primary signal head: Phase 1 
• Review & optimization of 24-hour signal setting at all signal locations 
• Arterial road crosswalk upgrade at five locations 

• Garden City Road and Cambie Road intersection improvments 

• Citywide coordination of signalized intersections 
• Alderbridge Way and Garden City Road intersection improvements 

2006 • Alderbridge Way and Shell Road intersection improvements 
$295,156 • City-wide upgrade of traffic signals (new backboards & reflective tape): Phase 2 

• Upgrades to 25 signalized intersections (volume-density treatments): Phase 2 
• Raised centre median on Great Canadian Way at Costco access 
• Upgrade of pedestrian signal to full signal at Minoru Blvd. and Blundell Road 

• Russ Baker Way at Hudson Avenue and Cessna Drive: left-turn upgrades 
• Volume-density traffic signal improvements at 10 sites 
• Steveston Highway and No.5 Road intersection improvements: Phase 2 

3833578 
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Attachment 2 Cont'd 

ICSC Funding Contributions to Richmond Road Safety Projects: 1996-2012 

Year Major Projects Funded Icec Funding 
Contribution 

• Upgrade of over 100 intersections with third primary signal head: Phase 2 

• Traffic signal head upgrades (reflective backboards) on MRN roads 

• Construction of turn bays and signal upgrades at two intersections 
2007 • Arterial road crosswalk upgrade at three locations $321,400 

• Westminster Highway widening (McMillan Way-Highway 91 Interchange) 

• New traffic signals at two intersections 

• Traffic signal improvements at Gilbert Road and Williams Road 

• Installation of left-turn signals at four intersections 

2008 • Arterial road crosswalk upgrade at three locations 
$92,000 

• New traffic signal at Granville Avenue and Buswell Street 

• Construction of southbound left-turn bay on Garden City Rd. at Ferndale Rd. 

• Installation of left-turn signals at Francis Road and No.2 Road 
2009 • Installation of overhead illuminated street name signs on NO. 3 Road $104,000 

• Arterial road crosswalk upgrade at three locations 

• Installation of left-turn signals at four intersections 

• NO.6 Road S-curve: anti-skid surfacing 

2010 • Installation of overhead illuminated street name signs at various locations 
$205,100 

• Completion of southbound left-turn bay on Garden City Road at Cook Road 

• Intersection realignment at Railway Avenue and Moncton Street 

• Arterial road crosswalk upgrade at one location 

• New westbound turn bays at Steveston Highway and NO.5 Road 

• Additional crosswalk on west leg at Minoru Gate and Granville Avenue 

• Electronic "Ped Caution" sign for drivers on Lansdowne Rd. at Garden City Rd . 

2011 • Additional traffic signal heads and backboard upgrades (16 sites) 
$205,500 

• Speed humps and speed reader board on Gilbert Road south of Finn Road 

• Centre median railing on NO.3 Road from Cambie Road to Browngate Road 

• Arterial road crosswalk upgrades at two locations 

• Advisory warning flashers on Finn Road curve 

• Centre median railing on NO.3 Road from Saba Road to Brighouse Station 

• Arterial road crosswalk upgrade at two locations 

• Construction of neighbourhood walkways on Herbert Road (Afton Dr.-Bates Rd.) 

2012 
and Aquila Road (lane north of Will iams Rd.-Albion Rd.) 

$371,000 
• Flashing school zone warning sign on Garden City Road at Garden City School 

• Signal co-ordination with installation of video-detection traffic cameras on No.2 
Road (Westminster Highway-Steveston Highway) and Westminster Highway 
(No. 2 Road-No. 3 Road) 

TOTAL $3975,626 
ANNUAL AVERAGE $233,860 
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City of 
Richmond 

Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500 
Amendment Bylaw 8965 (RZ 12-617436) 

4691, 4731 and 4851 Francis Road 

Bylaw 8965 

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

1. Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500, as amended, is further amended by inserting the following 
into Section 15 (Site Specific Residential (Single Detached) Zones), in numerical order: 

"15.21 Single Detached (ZS21) - Lancelot Gate (Seafair) 

15.21.1 Purpose 

15.21.2 

15.21.4 

The zone provides for single detached housing fronting Francis Road between 
Lancelot Gate and Railway Avenue in Section 23-4-7. 

Permitted Uses 15.21.3 Secondary Uses 
• housing, single detached • bed and breakfast 

• boarding and lodging 
• community care facility, 

minor 
• home business 
• secondary suite 

Permitted Density 

1. The maximum density is one principal dwelling unit per lot. 

2. The maximum floor area ratio (FAR) is 0.40 applied to a maximum of 464.5 m2 

of the lot area, together with 0.30 applied to the balance of the lot area in excess 
of 464.5 m2. 

3. Notwithstanding Section 15.21.4.2, the reference to "0.4" is increased to a higher 
density of "0.55" if: 

a) the building contains a secondary suite; or 

b) the owner, at the time Council adopts a zoning amendment bylaw to include 
the owner's lot in the ZS21 zone, pays into the affordable housing reserve 
the sum specified in Section 5.15 of this bylaw. 

4. Further to Section 15.21.4.3, the reference to "0.4" in Section 15.21.4.2 is 
increased to a higher density of "0.55" if: 
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Bylaw 8965 Page 2 

a) an owner subdivides bare land to create new lots for single detached 
housing; and 

b) at least 50% of the lots contain secondary suites. 

15.21.5 Permitted Lot Coverage 

1. The maximum lot coverage is 45% for buildings, but no greater than 278.7 m2
• 

2. No more than 70% of a lot may be occupied by buildings, structures and non­
porous surfaces. 

3. 30% of the lot area is restricted to landscaping with live plant material. 

15.21.6 Yards & Setbacks 

1. The minimum front yard is 9.0 m except that a single storey garage attached to 
, the principal building maybe located in the front yard but no closer than 6.0 m. 

2. The minimum interior side yard is 1.2 m. 

3. The minimum exterior side yard is 3.0 m. 

4. The minimum rear yard is 10.0 m. 

15.21.7 Permitted Heights 

1. The maximum height for principal buildings is 2 Yz storeys, but it shall not 
exceed the residential vertical lot width envelope and the residential vertical 
lot depth envelope. 

2. The maximum height for accessory buildings is 5.0 m. 

3. The maximum height for accessory structures is 9.0 m. 

15.21.8 Subdivision Provisions/Minimum Lot Size 

1. The minimum lot dimensions and areas are as follows, except that the minimum 

13.5 m 

and lot width for corner lots is an additional 2.0 m. 

Minimum 
lot width 

13.5 m 550.0 m2 

15.21.9 Landscaping & Screening 

3686887 

1. Landscaping and screening shall be provided in accordance with the provisions 
of Section 6.0. 
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Bylaw 8965 Page 3 

15.21.10 On-Site Parking and Loading 

1. On-site vehicle and bicycle parking and loading shall be provided according to 
the standards set out in Section 7.0. 

15.21.11 Other Regulations 

1. In addition to the regulations listed above, the General Development Regulations 
in Section 4.0 and the Specific Use Regulations in Section 5.0 apply." 

2. The Zoning Map of the City of Richmond, which accompanies and fOlms part of Richmond 
Zoning Bylaw 8500, is amended by repealing the existing zoning and land use contract 
designations of the following area and by designating them SINGLE DETACHED (ZS21) 
- Lancelot Gate (Seafair). 

P.LD. 003-992-357 
Lot 636 Section 23 Block 4 North Range 7 West New Westminster District Plan 50208 

P.LD.003-437-841 
Lot 232 Section 23 Block 4 North Range 7 West New Westminster District Plan 48692 

P.LD. 003-586-570 
Lot 635 Section 23 Block 4 North Range 7 West New Westminster District Plan 50208 

3. That the Mayor and Clerk are hereby authorised to execute any documents necessary to 
discharge "Land Use Contract 061" from the following area: 

P.LD. 003-586-570 
Lot 635 Section 23 Block 4 North Range 7 West New Westminster District Plan 50208 

4. Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500, as amended, is further amended by inserting the following 
into the table contained in Section 5.15.1, after RC2: 

I Sum Per Buildable Square Foot of 
Zone I Permitted Principal Building . 

ZS21 $1.00 

5. This Bylaw may be cited as "Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500, Amendment Bylaw 8965". 

3686887 
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Bylaw 8965 

FIRST READING 

A PUBLIC HEARING WAS HELD ON 

SECOND READING 

THIRD READING 

OTHER REQUIREMENTS SATISFIED 

ADOPTED 

MAYOR 

3686887 

Page 4 

NOV 26 2012 

DEC 1 7 2012 

DEC 1 7 2012 
DEC 1 7 2012 

SEP 1 3 2013 

CORPORATE OFFICER 

CITY OF 
RICHMOND 

APPROVED 
by 

\-'\~ 
APPROVED 
by Director 

°zzor 
/ 

~ . 
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City of 
. Richmond 

Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500 
Amendment Bylaw 9009 (RZ 13-628402) 

3311 Garden City Road 

Bylaw 9009 

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

1. The Zoning Map of the City of Richmond, which accompanies and forms part of Richmond 
Zoning Bylaw 8500, is amended by repealing the existing zoning designation of the 
following area and by designating it SINGLE DETACHED (RS21B). 

P.I.D. 001-847-686 
Lot 4 Section 27 Block 5 North Range 6 West 
New Westminster District Plan 69758 

2. This Bylaw may be cited as "Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500, Amendment Bylaw 9009". 

FIRST READING APR 2 2 2013 

A PUBLIC HEARING WAS HELD ON MAY 2 1201~ 

SECOND READING MAY 2 1 2013 

THIRD READING MAY 2 1 2013 

MINISTRY OF TRANSPORTATION & 
SEP 1 6 2013 INFRASTRUCTURE APPROVAL 

OTHER REQUIREMENTS SATISFIED SEP 1 7 2013 

ADOPTED 

MAYOR CORPORATE OFFICER 

3814475 

CITY OF 
RICHMOND 

APPROVED 
by 

t . 

by Director 
or Solicitor 

;& 
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City of 
Richmond 

Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500 
Amendment Bylaw 9011 (RZ 13-628035) 

8960 Heather Street 

Bylaw 9011 

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

1. The Zoning Map of the City of Richmond, which accompanies and forms part of Richmond 
Zoning Bylaw 8500, is amended by repealing the existing zoning designation of the 
following area and by designating it SINGLE DETACHED (RS2/A). 

P.I.D.007-730-021 
Lot 138 Section 22 Block 4 North Range 6 West 
New Westminster District Plan 37935 

2. This Bylaw may be cited as "Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500, Amendment Bylaw 9011". 

FIRST READING MAY 2 7 201~ 

A PUBLIC HEARING WAS HELD ON JUN 1 7 2013 

SECOND READING JUN1 7 2013 

THIRD READING ....... JU-"!./.N..L..-'-1-'-7---"2"-"-01_~ ____ _ 

OTHER DEVELOPMENT REQUIREMENTS SATISFIED --,S ...... E,-,-P_1--!-7 -=2c::...;01,-=-3 __ .........,--__ 

ADOPTED 

MAYOR CORPORATE OFFICER 

3851440 

CITY OF 
RICHMOND 

APPROVED 
by 
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City of 
Richmond Bylaw 9035 

Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500 
Amendment Bylaw 9035 (ZT 12-610289) 

6611, 6622, 6655, 6811 and 6899 Pearson Way 

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

1. Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500, as amended, is further amended: 

38302 J 2 

(a) by deleting subsections 20.4.4.3 and 20.4.4.4 and substituting the following: 

"3. Notwithstanding Sections 20.4.4.2d, the reference to "1.2" is increased to a 
higher density of "2.9" provided that: 

a) prior to the issuance of Building Permit, the owner: 

i) provides a community amenity contribution of $1 million to the 
City for the Oval Village waterfront; and 

ii) enters into legal agreement(s) with the City, registered against 
the title to the lot and secured via Letter(s) of Credit, at the sole 
cost of the owner and in an amount to be determined to the 
satisfaction of the City, for the following use in the area 
identified as "M" in Diagram 1, Section 20.4.2: 

• child care, the habitable space of which shall be at least 
464.5 m2

, excluding floor area not intended for the exclusive 
use of the child care and floor area not included in the 
calculation of floor area ratio; and 

b) the owner has paid or secured to the satisfaction of the City a 
monetary contribution of $6,791,769 to the City's capital Affordable 
Housing Reserve Fund established pursuant to Reserve Fund 
Establishment Bylaw No. 7812. 
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Bylaw 9035 Page 2 

3830212 

4. Notwithstanding Sections 20.4.4.3, for the area identified as "I", "J", "K", 
"L", and "M" in Diagram 1, Section 20.4.2, the maximum total combined 
floor area, regardless of subdivision, shall not exceed 114,139.4 m2

, of 
which the maximum total combined floor area, regardless of subdivision, 
shall not exceed: 

a) For residential: 110,877.5 m2
; and 

b) For all other uses: 3,530.3 m2
." 

(b) by deleting paragraphs 20.4.8.2 (i) and G) and substituting the following: 

"i) 7,900 m2 for the area identified as "J" in Diagram 1, Section 20.4.2; 

j) 6,700 m2 for the area identified as "K" in Diagram 1, Section 
20.4.2;" 

(c) by deleting paragraph 20.4.8.2 (1) and substituting the following: 

"1) 4,700 m2 for the area identified as "M" in Diagram 1, Section 
20.4.2." 

(d) by deleting subsection 20.4.11.4 and substituting the following: 

"4. The following uses are permitted within the area identified as "J" 111 

Diagram 1, Section 20.4.2: 

a) boarding and lodging; 

b) child care; 

c) community care facility, minor; 

d) congregate housing; 

e) home business; 

f) home-based business; 

g) housing, apartment; and 

h) housing, town." 
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Bylaw 9035 Page 3 

(e) by adding the following after subsection 20.4.11.4: 

"5. The following uses are permitted within the area identified as "K" in 
Diagram 1, Section 20.4.2: 

a) boarding and lodging; 

b) child care; 

c) community care facility, minor; 

d) congregate housing; 

e) home business; 

f) home-based business; 

g) housing, apartment; 

h) housing, town; and 

i) parking, non-accessory." 

(f) by adjusting the numbering in subsection 20.4.11 accordingly. 

2. This Bylaw may be cited as "Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500, Amendment Bylaw 9035". 

FIRST READING JUN 2 4 2.013 

PUBLIC HEARING JUh 1 5 2013 

SECOND READING 

THIRD READING JU~'15 2013 

OTHER CONDITIONS SATISFIED SEP 1 6 2.013 

ADOPTED 

MAYOR CORPORA TE OFFICER 

3830212 

CITY OF 
RICHMOND 

APPROVED 

t2 
APPROVED 
by Director 
or Solicitor 

/'4--
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