"-{L) City of Richmond Agenda

Development Permit Panel

Council Chambers

Wednesday, November 30, 2011
3:30 p.m.

Minutes

Motion to adopt the minutes of the meeting of the Development Permit Panel held on
Wednesday, November 16, 2011.

Development Permit 10-538908
(File Ref. No.: DP 10-538908) (REDMS No. 3360997)

TO VIEW ePLANS CLICK HERE
APPLICANT: Doug Massie, Architect of Chercover Massie & Associates
Ltd.
PROPERTY LOCATION: 8851 Heather Street

INTENT OF PERMIT:

1.  To permit the construction of a two-storey building for a licensed child care facility
for approximately 60 children at 8851 Heather Street on a site zoned Assembly
(ASY); and

2. Tovary the provisions of Zoning Bylaw 8500 to:
(@ reduce minimum interior side yard from 7.5 metres to 1.2 metres;
(b) reduce the minimum public road parking setback from 3 metres to 1.5 metres;

(c) permit 54% small car parking spaces on a site with less than 31 parking spaces
(8 small car parking spaces of total 15 spaces).

Manager’'s Recommendations

That a Development Permit be issued which would:
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Permit the construction of a two-storey building for a licensed child care facility
for approximately 60 children at 8851 Heather Street on a site zoned Assembly
(ASY); and

Vary the provisions of Zoning Bylaw 8500 to:
(@) reduce minimum interior side yard from 7.5 metres to 1.2 metres;

(b) reduce the minimum public road parking setback from 3 metres to 1.5
metres;

(c) permit 54% small car parking spaces on a site with less than 31 parking
spaces (8 small car parking spaces of total 15 spaces).

Development Permit 10-557920
(File Ref. No.: DP 10-557920) (REDMS No. 3333749)

TO VIEW ePLANS CLICK HERE

APPLICANT: W.T. Leung Architects Inc.

PROPERTY LOCATION: 9099 Cook Road

INTENT OF PERMIT:

1.

Support the Transportation (Construction) Management Plan attached to this report;
and

Permit the construction of approximately 142 units, of which seven (7) will be
secured as affordable housing, within a 16-storey high-rise residential tower, a six-
storey mid-rise building, 11 two-storey townhouse units with ground level entry,
and an enclosed parking structure on a site being rezoned to “High Rise Apartment
(ZHR9) — North McLennan (City Centre).

Manager’'s Recommendations

1.

That the Transportation (Construction) Management Plan attached to this report
be supported; and

That a Development Permit be issued which would permit the construction of
approximately 142 units, of which seven (7) will be secured as affordable housing,
within a 16-storey high-rise residential tower, a six-storey mid-rise building, 11
two-storey townhouse units with ground level entry, and an enclosed parking
structure on a site being rezoned to “High Rise Apartment (ZHR9) — North
McLennan (City Centre).
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Development Permit 11-593370
(File Ref. No.: DP 11-593370) (REDMS No. 3396366)

TO VIEW ePLANS CLICK HERE

APPLICANT: Oval 8 Holdings Ltd.

PROPERTY LOCATION:  PID 028 696 174 (Lot 9), PID 028-696-182 (Lot 10) and PID
028-696-191 (Lot 11)

INTENT OF PERMIT:

To permit pre-construction site preparation works on a portion of PID 028-696-174 (Lot
9), PID 028-696-182 (Lot 10) and PID 028-696-191 (Lot 11) of ASPAC’s Village Green
development which includes an area designated Environmentally Sensitive Area (ESA).

Manager’'s Recommendations

That a Development Permit be issued which would permit pre-construction site
preparation works on a portion of PID 028-696-174 (Lot 9), PID 028-696-182 (Lot 10)
and PID 028-696-191 (Lot 11) of ASPAC’s Village Green development which includes
an area designated Environmentally Sensitive Area (ESA).

New Business

Date Of Next Meeting:  Wednesday, December 14, 2011

Adjournment



































































































































































































































































































































































































RIVER GREEN - WATERFRONT PARK
BRIDGE TO BRIDGE SITE PLAN

ASPAC/STAFF
START-UP MEETING NOV. 7, 20M

CANDIDATE COMPENSATION PLANTING AREAS, ESA DP 11-593370

or Lot C (dike bench)

Locations Proposed Area of Required Compensation Planting
1 ] Gilbert Road Servicing Agreement Area 30 m2
2 Waterfront park between Hollybridge Way
& Gilbert Road (dike bench & bioswale}
- 1802 m2
3 Waterfront park adjacent to Parcel 2 and/

_ WATERFRONT PARK / DIKE DESIGN

ATTACHMENT 11




ATTACHMENT 12

Development Permit Considerations
PID 028-696-174 (LOT 9), PID 028-696-182 (LOT 10) and PID 028-696-191 (LOT 11)
(formerly 5200 Hollybridge Way and 6500 River Road)
DP 11-593370

Prior to approval of the Development Permit, the developer is required to complete the following;

10.

Submission of Landscape securities in the amount of $81,984 based upon the landscape compensation and tree
replacement ESA-DP Security outlined in the Table of Impacts and Compensation.

Concurrence that all existing trees and understorey within proposed Clearing Phase 3 as shown in the ESA-1
Proposed Clearing Phases Map will be not be cleared and will be retained in-situ until such time as a tree removal
permit has been issued, Tree protection fencing is to be erected between Phase 2 and Phase 3 prior to Phase 2 trees
and understorey are cleared. Security valuations will be reassessed at the time of application for the Tree Removal
Permit with regard to the City’s standard tree removal/replacement fees, but will not be less than the values p10v1ded
in the Table of Impacts and Compensation.

Concurrence that all existing trees within proposed Clearing Phase 4 as shown in ESA-1 Proposed Clearing Phases
Map will be not be cleared and will be retained in-situ until such time as a tree removal permit has been issued.
Security valuations will be reassessed at the time of application for the Tree Removal Permit with regard to the City’s
standard tree removal/replacement fees, but will not be less than the values provided in the Table of Impacts and
Compensation.

Concurrence that dike bench features to accommodate off-site landscaping commitments as outlined in the Table of
Impacts and Compensation are to be incorporated into the foreshore dike designs and constructed at the proponent’s
sole cost. '

Concurrence that appropriate sediment control measures will be installed along the eastern property boundary
between lot 11 and 6900 River Road prior to excavation, preloading or construction and will be incorporated as part
of any request for tree removal permit for Lot 11,

Submission of a letter of commitment that a Qualified Environmental Profession is to supervise the placement of all
excavation and preload facilities and structures to ensure that no portion of these arg permitted to encroach into or
impact trees within 6900 River Road or unless the appropriate authorizations have been obtained from both the City
of Richmond and the Department of Fisheries and Oceans.

Concurrence that Construction and Environmental Management Plan (CEMP) and parcel-specific soil erosion and
sedimentation control plans (ESCP) to be completed to the satisfaction of both the City and the Department of
Fisheries and Oceans prior to excavation, preloading or construction commencing,

Submission of a letter of commitment to implement all mitigation and management strategies recommended in the
Archaeological Impact Assessment (AJA) as prepared by Arrowstone Archaeological Research and Consulting Ltd. in
their report of July 2009,

Concurrence that all landscape compensation plans are to be submitted and approved by the City of Richmond and the
Department of Fisheries and Oceans (as required).

Concurrence that ESA compensation-related works required to accommodate the required compensation planting
(e.g., construction of the dike benches ) and representing a cost premium over and above what would otherwise have
been the cost of the park, dike, and related features shall be the sole responsibility of the developer. Costs to be
determined via the waterfront park and related design processes. Any Letter of Credit required in this regard shall be
secured prior to Servicing Agreement approval or permit issuance in respect to the affected areas.

3405222



Prior to Building Permit* Issuance, the developer must complete the following requirements:

1.

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
oceupy a public street, the air space above a public street, or any part thereof, additional City approvals and associated
fees may be required as part of the Building Permit. For additional information, contact the Building Approvals
Division at 604-276-4285.

Nofte:

*

This requires a separate application.

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

All agreements to be registered in the Land Title Office shall have priority over all such liens, charges and encumbrances as is
considered advisable by the Director of Development. All agreements to be registered in the Land Title Office shall, unless the
Director of Development determines otherwise, be fully registered in the Land Title Office prior to enactment of the appropriate
bylaw. .

The preceding agreements shall provide security to the City including indemnities, watranties, equitable/rent charges, letters of

credit and withholding permits, as deemed necessary or advisable by the Director of Development. All agreements shall be in a
form and content satisfactory to the Director of Development.

[Signed Copy on File]

Signed Date



ATTACHMENT 13

City of Richmond Minutes

Present;

Also Present;

' Absent:

ASPAC Team Guests:
(Presenting)

(Attending)

RICHMOND HERITAGE COMMISSION

Held Wednesday, November 17 2010 .
Room M 2.004
Richmond City Hall

Laurie Wozny, Chair
Andrea Hajdo Forbes

Ray Froh

Michael Gurney, Vice-Chair
Carl Hibbert

Michele Haapamaki

Teresa Murphy

Terence Brunette, Planner
Jodi Allesi_a, Committee Clerk

Councillor Greg Halsey-Brandt, Counci! Liaison
Teri Barr
Jo-Anne Rocque

Gary Andrishak, Architect, IBI Group

Chris Phillipps, Landscape Architect, Phillipps Farevaag Smallenberg
Lin Lin, Landscape Architect, Phillipps Farevaag Smallenberg

Jamie Lum, ASPAC -

The Chair called the meeting to order at 6:00 pm.

1. MINUTES

It was moved and seconded
That the minutes of the meeting of the Richmond Heritage Commission held on

Wednesday, October 20™ 2010, be adopted.

CARRIED



'RICHMOND HERITAGE COMMISSION
Wednesday, November 17" 2010

3078173

DESIGN REVIEW — Oval Village Holdings/ASPAC Rezoning

Since last meeting a Subcommittee of the Commission has been formed and has met with
staff to assess heritage impacts, proposed mitigation/compensation strategies and formulate
draft recommendations to Council. Members of ASPAC met today to discuss a variety of
site issues, in addition to heritage. It was noted that staff is secking heritage-specific
comments on the development to address the impacts, compensation, and consistency with
OCP and City Centre Area Plan (CAP) objectives.

It was noted that the purpose of this meeting would be to form a resolution incorporating key
recommendations on heritage conservation measures to be included in the staff report to
Council.  Staff' thanked the Subcommittee for their dedicated work and perceptive
comments,

ASPAC addressed both the “Draft Recommendation for Consideration by The
Commission” and questions from the Commission, noting the following points:

» The option of having clusters of trecs instead of rows (Sub-Committee Ttem #2a) is
an achievable option and they will be looking into ways of doing this.

» The replacement of lost trees will exceed a 1:1 ratio, but is not expected to meet the
3:1 ratio recommended by the Sub-Committee.

» In regards to the requirement for ongoing maintenance, ASPAC will fully comply
with monitoring and maintenance requirements set by Department of Fisheries &
Oceans (DFO) and Richmond Parks. -

» Interpretive planning and other means of presenting the heritage of the site may be
both literal and/or analogical. :

» For The Draft Recommendations — Item B, the ASPAC Team discussed their
strategies for conserving and interpreting the various heritage resources or features
onsite. It was noted that they will support interpretation of the history of the CPR
Right of Way (as outlined in Item B). Discussion also ensued on an interpretive
centre — function, location, form and presentation. A suggestion was made to have a
series of interpretive panels interpreting the heritage of the site at the termination of
Hollybridge Way, on the dike.

Following ASPAC’s presentation, an open discussion occurred regarding the project, with
clarifications and amendments to the draft recommendations.

» The Commission briefly reviewed their role as an advisory body with regard to the
subject application. Staff noted that heritage resources on the onsite would also be
the subject of a recommendation from the Department of Fisheries and Oceans
(DFO) and Richmond’s Parks and Sustainability staff. Staff assured the Commission
that its recommendations would be attached to the rezoning report, but that it was
Council that would make the final decision regarding the scope of the developer’s
responsibilities.
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Discussion ensued on having two interpretive installations to present the onsite
heritage resources. It was recommended that one would be placed along the dike for
the walking traffic and one in association with the “herltage trees near the
intersection of Gilbert and new River Road.

It was noted that adequate compensation for impacts to or loss of heritage resources
should be substantive, and that an interpetive installation could serve to enhance the
presentation and accessibility of Richmond’s heritage significantly.

It was noted that new trees and a plaque may not adequately cover the history of
Samuel Brighouse. Discussion ensued regarding the breadth and substance of
interpretive materials that should be included along the walkway to enhance the
effectiveness of the proposed boardwalk as a method of conservation and
interpretation. An idea was raised to have a design competition in the Public Art
plan that could speak to the history of Samuel Brighouse.

A small amendment was made to Item B of the Draft Recommendations to change
“cluster” to “clusters”. '

It was recommended to change Item C of the Draft Recommendations from
“gardens” to “community gardens” (as recognition of the area’s former farming
community), and it was noted that such “community gardens” may be provided at

- grade and/or on rooftops.

Commission members further recommended that the interpretive centre needs to be
put back into the staff resolution document as a “marketing centre that the public
would be invited in, and would make the public more aware of the amenities they
have inside.” Discussion ensued on the details of the interpretive centre,

Discussion ensued on the ratio of trees replaced, the feasibility of the maximum
replacement amount, space constraints and Richmond’s Tree Protection Bylaw and
related OCP policies. '

Discussion ensued on having a replica of Samuel Brighouse’s house as an adjunct to
a “community garden”. It was noted that the house could be used as interpretive
space and for various functions. It was noted that this would be a strong,
recognizable emblem with respect to heritage.

Commission members also recommended acknowledging the history before and after
Samue] Brighouse (including aboriginal heritage).

Discussion ensued on the maintenance of, and responsibility for the public areas and
whether or not it would fall to the developer or the City.

It was noted that an item had been omitted from the Draft Recommendations in error
(Item B) and should read: “An interpretive facility should be provided by the
developer, preferably located on the dike at the north end of Hollybridge Way, that
provides for shelter, is easily accessible by the public and is evocative of the
significance at the site and the heritage of the Brighouse homestead and trees.”
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It was moved and seconded .
That the Richmond Heritage Commission supports RZ 09-460962 moving forward to
Planning Committee of Council taking into account the following considerations:

A. The following general considerations should be satisfied:

*  Any loss of heritage resources must be minirﬁized;
= There should be “no net loss” to heritage as a result of the subject development;
* The subject development should demonstrate a “net gain” to heritage;

= The developer should be responsible for all required heritage compensation and
enhancement; and

*  The applicable Heritage Revitalization Agreement, legal agreements, statements of
significance, and related information necessary to facilitate and effectively manage
the subject development’s heritage resources, compensation, and enhancement and
associated City resources should be provided to the Commission for information,

B. The following specific considerations should be satisfied:

= Within the proposed riverfront park, the mature oak trees removed from River Road
should be replaced with clusters of large-growing trees;

= [nterpretive walks through and around the subject site should be established
concurrently with development and include, among other things, at least two
interpretive signs commemorating Samuel Brighouse, including one on the dike and
the other near the corner of Gilbert Road and "new” River Road;

= Special street tree planting along the Hollybridge Way “greenway” and “new” River
Road, the latter of which should be oak trees:

= Existing trees removed as a result of the subject development, both on-site and off-
site, should be replaced at a ratio of at least 3:1;

= The developer should be responsible for monitoring and maintenance of heritage
features as determined to the satisfaction of the City; and

= [Interpretive features (e.g., signage, public ari) related to CP Rail and the Interurban
line should be incorporated into the design and construction of “new” River Road.

«  An interprefive facility should be provided by the developer, preferably located on the
dike at the north end of Hollybridge Way, that provides for shelter, is easily accessible by
the public and is evocative of the significance at the site and the heritage of the
Brighouse homestead and trees.

C. The applicant should take into consideration the following comments via the project's
on-goinyg design review and approval processes:

.= [nterpretive features (e.g., public art, community gardens, hedgerows) should be
incorporated into the design of the subject site that are reminiscent of the Brighouse
farm. :

CARRIED

3078173



City of Richmond )
Planning and Development Department Development Permit

No. DP 11-593370
To the Holder: OVAL 8 HOLDINGS LTD. '

Property Address: PID 028-696-174 (LOT 9), PID 028-696-182 (LOT 10) and
PID 028-696-191 (LOT 11)

Address: 101 - 6500 RIVER ROAD
' RICHMOND, BC, V6X 4G5

1. This Development Permit is issued subject to compliarnice with all of the Bylaws of the City
applicable thereto, except as specifically varied or supplemented by this Permit.

2. This Development Permit applies to and only to those lands shown cross-hatched on the
attached Schedule "A" and any and all buildings, structures and other development thereon.

3. Subject to Section 692 of the Local Government Act, R.S.B.C.: site clearing and
compensation landscaping shall be constructed generally in accordance with Plans #1 to #2
and Table 1 attached hereto,

4. As a condition of the issuance of this Permit, the Clty is holding the security in the amount of
$81,984.00 to ensure that development is carried out in accordance with the terms and
conditions of this Permit. Should any interest be earned upon the security, it shall accrue to
the Holder if the security is returned. The condition of the posting of the security is that
should the Holder fail to carry out the development hereby authorized, according to the terms
and conditions of this Permit within the time provided, the City may use the security to carry
out the work by its servants, agents or contractors, and any surplus shall be paid over to the
Holder. Should the Holder carry out the development permitted by this permit within the
time set out herein, the security shall be returned to the Holder, The City may retain the
security for up to one year after inspection of the completed landscaping in order to ensure

- that plant material has survived.

5. If the Holder does not commence the construction permitted by this Permit within 24 months
of the date of this Permit, this Permit shall lapse and the security shall be returned in full.

1396366



No. DP 11-593370
To the Holder: OVAL 8 HOLDINGS LTD.

Property Address: PID 028-696-174 (LOT 9), PID 028-696-182 (LOT 10} and
PID 028-696-191 (LOT 11)

Address: 101 - 8500 RIVER ROAD
RICHMOND, BC, V86X 4G5

6. The land described herein shall be developed generally in accordance with the terms and
conditions and provisions of this Permit and any plans and specifications attached to this
Permit which shall form a part hereof.

This Permit is not a Building Permit.

AUTHORIZING RESOLUTION NO. ISSUED BY THE COUNCIL THE

DAY OF )
DELIVERED THIS DAY OF -,

MAYOR

3396366
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TABLE 1: TABLE OF IMPACTS AND COMPENSATION

TREE REMOVAL

SERMIT SECURITY -

Area/Phase 1

Tree Removals: 2

Tree Replacement™ 6

$5,000

Landscape compensation”

Landscape Removals: 105 m? Landscape compensation®. 30 m® $360
Area/Phase 2 Tree Removals: 19 Tree Replacements™ 57 $47,500
Landscape Removals: 2,929 m* Landscape compensation®; 1,580 m? $18,960
5 years Landscape Maintenance” $7,500
Area/Phase 3 Tree Removals: 13 Tree Replacements®: 39 NIL $32,500
Landscape Removals: 804 m* Landscape compensation®: 222 m* $2,664
Area/Phase 4 Tree Removals: 22 Tree Replacements™ 66 NIL $55,000
Removals: 1,789m’ NiIL

Notes:

a Valuations for Tree Removal Permit Securities will be reassessed at time of application to reflect current cost estimates of tree replacements.
Securities are based upon 3 for 1 replacements with one of the three replacements rated as a larger calliper specimen tree (Oak or alternate to the
City's satisfaction as determined in coordination with City-approved design for the subject site; current value of $1,500/ree) and the remaining two
replacements rated as standard trees (current value of $500/tree). ’ ;

b Five year maintenance based upon one day per year post-implementation estimated at $1,500/day/year.

¢ Landscape compensation security values are based upon the RP Biologist's cost estimate of $8.00/m? for materials and installation, times 150%.
Additional Requirements:

e  Protective fencing is required between Area/Phase2 and 3 prior to the clearing of Phase 2.
»  RMA compensation as required to the satisfaction of DFO and the City for encroachments adjacent to 6900 River Road.

¢  ESA compensation planting (i.e. 1,832m2) to be installed within:
¢ Area 1: Gilbert Road Servicing Agreement Area (30 m2) and waterfront park between Hollybrldge & Gilbert (dike bench & bioswale, area to

be determined)

o Area 2: Waterfront park adjacent to Parcel 2 and/or Lot C (dike bench, balance of 1832 m2 as required)

o  Area 3: To be determined to the satisfaction of the City if Area 1and Area 2 cannot accommodate the full 1832 m2 requirement

e ESA compensation-related works required to accommodate the required compensation planting (e.g., construction of the dike benches) and
representing a cost premium over and above what would otherwise have been the cost of the park, dike, and related features shall be the sole
responsibility of the developer. Costs to be determined via the waterfront park and related design processes. Any LOC required in this regard shall
be secured prior to SA approval or permit issuance in respect o the affected areas.

i
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RIVER GREEN - WATERFRONT PARK i RSPAC] STAFF
START-UP MEETING NOV.7, 201

BRIDGE TOBRIDGE SITEPLAN . o ‘ R . WATERFRONTPARK/ DIKEDESKN

CANDIDATE COMPENSATION PLANTING AREAS, ESA DP 11-593370

Locations Proposed Area of Required Compensation Planting
1 | Gilbert Road Servicing Agreement Area 30m2

Waterfront park between Hollybridge Way
& Gitoert Road (dike bench & bioswale)

Waterfront park acjacent to Parcel 2 and/ | -
or Lot C {dike bench)

1802 m2

P ¥ of 11563370 NOV 3.0 201



