Agenda

5847067

Development Permit Panel

Council Chambers, City Hall
6911 No. 3 Road

Wednesday, May 30, 2018
3:30 p.m.

MINUTES

Motion to adopt the minutes of the Development Permit Panel meeting held on May 16,
2018.

DEVELOPMENT PERMIT 17-772227
(REDMS No. 5727636)

APPLICANT: Interface Architecture Inc.

PROPERTY LOCATION: 11671 and 11691 Cambie Road

Director's Recommendations
That a Development Permit be issued which would:

1.  permit the construction of a 20 townhouse unit complex with driveway access
from Cambie Road at 11671 and 11691 Cambie Road on a site zoned “Low
Density Townhouses (RTL4)”’; and

2. vary the provisions of Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500 to:

(@) reduce the minimum lot width on a major arterial road from 50.0 m to
43.3m; and

(b) reduce the front yard setback to Cambie Road and rear yard setback to
Mellis Drive from 6.0 m to 4.5 m.




Development Permit Panel — Wednesday, May 30, 2018

ITEM

DEVELOPMENT VARIANCE 18-805801

(REDMS No. 5731367)

APPLICANT: Darlene Dueckman, Mark Dueckman, John Goossen, Clayton
Zwicker and Rita Gooding

PROPERTY LOCATION: 12431 McNeely Drive

Director’'s Recommendations

That a Development Variance Permit be issued which would vary the provisions of

Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500 to reduce the minimum front yard setback from 6.0 m to

1.8 m in order to permit the property to be subdivided to create five single-family lots,

while retaining the existing dwelling on a property zoned “Single Detached (RS2/B)”.

New Business

Date of Next Meeting: June 13, 2018

ADJOURNMENT
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INTENT OF PERMIT:

1. Permit the construction of a church at 9251 and 9271 Beckwith Road on a site zoned
“Auto Oriented Commercial (CA)” and partially designated as an Environmentally
Sensitive Area (ESA); and

2. Vary the provisions of Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500 to reduce the minimum
interior side yard under the “Auto-Oriented Commercial (CA)” zone for the subject
site from 3.0 m to 0.0 m.

Applicant’s Comments

Matthew Cheng, Matthew Cheng Architect Inc., provided background information on the
proposed development and highlighted the following:

. a single-storey 700 square meter church building is proposed for the subject site
which is partially designated as an Environmentally Sensitive Area (ESA);

" the church building consists of, among others, a sanctuary, offices and classrooms
for Sunday school uses and small group meetings only;

" the proposed building height is nine meters, which is below the maximum
permitted height of 12 meters;

. the proposed 52 parking spaces exceed the minimum Zoning Bylaw requirement;

" the main floor elevation of the proposed church building is higher than the crown of

the road and meets the existing flood plain requirement; and

y a variance for the minimum interior side yard setback is requested as there is an
existing two-storey building on the property to the west that is located at the
property boundary and to avoid a narrow three-meter gap between the two
buildings.

John Black, JBL, Environmental Services, with the aid of a video presentation (attached to
and forming part of these Minutes as Schedule 1) reviewed the environmental assessment
and planting plan for on-site and off-site ESA.

Mr. Black advised that (i) the property contains many ornamental trees and shrubs with
limited habitat features, (ii) there is limited habitat in the area due to the extensive growth
of invasive vegetation, (iii) existing on-site trees which are in poor condition will be
removed and replaced, (iv) 400 square meters of ESA on City-owned Bridgeport Trail
adjacent to the subject property will be cleared of invasive species, (v) an on-site and off-
site planting plan is proposed to offset habitat loss due to tree removal and vegetation
clearing within the ESA, and (vi) a three-year monitoring plan and post-planting
maintenance for landscaping is proposed for on-site and off-site landscaping
enhancements.
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In response to queries from the Panel, Mr. Black acknowledged that (i) wildlife habitat
could be better enhanced on a section of Bridgeport Trail than on the subject property, (ii)
existing trees proposed to be removed are in poor condition and/or in conflict with the
proposed development, (iii) on-site ESA is already overrun with invasive vegetation, and
(iv) the applicant worked with Parks staff regarding the proposed off-site ESA
enhancement scheme.

Cameron Woodruff, PMG Landscape Architects, reviewed the proposed on-site
landscaping scheme for the proposed development, noting that (i) significant native
planting is proposed on the north and east boundaries of the subject site, (ii) proposed on-
site planting includes some species which are symbolically related to the beliefs of the
church, (iii) a significant number of smaller caliper trees are proposed to be planted on the
site, (iv) the row of six trees and native shrubs on the northern boundary of the site will be
retained, and (v) the Horse Chestnut tree that will be removed will be replaced by two
specimen trees.

In response to a query from the Panel, Mr. Cheng noted that the proposed size of the
loading space adjacent to the north property line meets the Zoning Bylaw requirement.

In response to a query from the Panel, Wayne Craig, Director, Development, advised that
staff will work with the applicant to investigate opportunities for enhancing the
landscaping on the north edge of the proposed loading space considering that the loading
space will not be used frequently.

Staff Comments

Mr. Craig noted that (i) a variance is proposed to allow for the building to be located
along the west property line in keeping with the existing two-storey building that is
located to the west of the subject site, (ii) the applicant had reviewed the development
plans with the owner of the adjacent property to the west and reported that the adjacent
owner has no concerns with the proposal, (iii) there will be a Servicing Agreement for
frontage improvements prior to Building Permit stage as well as for the proposed ESA
restoration on Bridgeport Trail which was reviewed by Parks Department, and (iv) the
City will be securing a three-year landscaping monitoring period and a landscape security
will be held by the City and released proportionally over the three-year period.

Gallery Comments

None.

Correspondence

None.

Panel Decision



Development Permit Panel
Wednesday, May 16, 2018

It was moved and seconded
That a Development Permit be issued which would:

1. permit the construction of a church at 9251 and 9271 Beckwith Road on a site
zoned “Auto Oriented Commercial (CA)” and partially designated as an
Environmentally Sensitive Area (ESA); and

2. vary the provisions of Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500 to reduce the minimum
interior side yard under the “Auto-Oriented Commercial (CA)” zone for the
subject site from 3.0 m to 0.0 m,

CARRIED
2. Date of Next Meeting: May 30, 2018
3. Adjournment
It was moved and seconded
That the meeting be adjourned at 4:51 p.m.
CARRIED
Certified a true and correct copy of the
Minutes of the meeting of the
Development Permit Panel of the Council
of the City of Richmond held on
Wednesday, May 16, 2018.
Joe Erceg Rustico Agawin
Chair Committee Clerk

5844897
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Staff Report
Origin
Interface Architecture Inc. has applied to the City of Richmond for permission to develop a 20
townhouse unit complex with driveway access from Cambie Road at 11671 and 11691 Cambie
Road. The site is being rezoned from “Single Detached (RS1/E)” zone to “Low Density

Townhouses (RTL4)” under Bylaw 9293 (RZ 14-670471), which received Third Reading
following the Public Hearing on April 18, 2017. The site is currently vacant.

Frontage improvements, storm upgrades, a new public walkway along the east property line and
side street detection and count-down timer at the intersection of Bargen Drive and Cambie Road
were secured through the rezoning process and will be constructed through a separate Servicing
Agreement (SA 17-784946). The Servicing Agreement must be entered into prior to final
adoption of the rezoning bylaw.

Development Information

Please refer to attached Development Application Data Sheet (Attachment 1) for a comparison of
the proposed development data with the relevant Bylaw requirements.

Background
Development surrounding the subject site is as follows:

e To the north, across Mellis Drive: Existing single-family homes on lots zoned “Single
Detached (RS1/E)”.

e To the south, across Cambie Road: A surface parking lot of a shopping centre on a lot
zoned “Community Commercial (CC)”.

e To the east: A commercial development along Cambie Road currently occupied by a
financial institution on a lot zoned “Neighbourhood Commercial (CN)”; and a 33-unit,
two-storey townhouse development on a lot zoned “Low Density Townhouses (RTL1)”
with vehicular access from Mellis Drive.

o To the west: Single family homes on lots zoned “Single Detached (RS1/E)”. The
properties fronting onto Cambie Road are designated “Residential”, which may include
multiple family housing, and the properties fronting onto Mellis Drive are designated
“Residential (Single-Family Only)” in the East Cambie Area Plan.

Rezoning and Public Hearing Results

The original proposal was to rezone the subject site to permit the development of 21 townhouse
units with vehicle access from Mellis Drive. In response to comments related to traffic and
parking conditions on Mellis Drive raised at the Planning Committee meeting on September 22,
2015, the applicant had revised the proposal to develop 20 townhouse units with vehicle access
from Cambie Road.

5727636
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~ The Public Hearing for the rezoning of this site was held on April 18, 2017. At the Public
Hearing, one written submission from an adjacent property owner was received; requesting that
vehicle access to the proposed townhouse development be limited to Cambie Road only. Staff
confirmed that vehicle access had been revised to a right-in/right-out only access point on
Cambie Road. Council concluded the Public Hearing and granted Third Reading to the rezoning
bylaw; with vehicle access to be provided from Cambie Road.

Staff Comments

The proposed scheme attached to this report has satisfactorily addressed the significant urban
design issues and other staff comments identified as part of the review of the subject
Development Permit application. In addition, it complies with the intent of the applicable
sections of the Official Community Plan (OCP) and is generally in compliance with the “Low
Density Townhouses (RTL4)” zone, except for the zoning variances noted below.

Zoning Compliance/Variances (staff comments in bold)
The applicant requests to vary the provisions of Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500 to:
1) Reduce the minimum lot width on a major arterial road from 50.0 m to 43.3 m.

(Staff supports the proposed variances since the subject site is the last double fronting
property located between Cambie Road and Mellis Drive. The three neighbouring
properties to the west along Cambie Road will have future redevelopment potential (i.e.,
townhouses), and they will have a combined frontage of approximately 56.4 m. The
reduced frontage of the subject development will not affect the development potential of
the neighbouring site to the west. This variance was identified at rezoning stage, and no
concerns were identified at that time).

2) Reduce the front yard setback to Cambie Road and rear yard setback to Mellis Drive from
6.0 mto 4.5 m.

3) (Staff supports the proposed variance to allow for more flexibility in site planning. The
developable area of this site is restricted, since a 3.5 m wide Public Rights-of-Passage
(PROP) Right of Way (ROW) is required along the east property line to accommodate a
new public pedestrian walkway, and a 2.0 m road dedication is required along the entire
Cambie Road frontage to accommodate future road widening. While the front and rear
yard setbacks are reduced, the proposed east side yard setback (i.e., ranging from 6.78 m to
7.90 m) is significantly larger than the 3.0 m side yard setback requirement under the
RTL4 zone. Appropriate interfaces with the adjacent properties to the east and west have
also been provided through landscaping design. These variances were identified at
rezoning stage, and no concerns were identified at that time).

Advisory Design Panel Comments

The Advisory Design Panel has reviewed and supported the project. A copy of the relevant
excerpt from the Advisory Design Panel Minutes from Wednesday October 18, 2017 is attached
for reference (Attachment 2). The design response from the applicant has been included
immediately following the specific Design Panel comments and is identified in ‘bold italics .

5727636
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Analysis

Conditions of Adjacency

The two end units fronting onto Mellis Drive are designed to be two storeys and have a
single-family character; to provide an appropriate interface with the existing single family
homes to the west and across Mellis Drive.

All units along the west property lines are designed to be two storeys with a setback to the
west property line ranging from 3.0 m to 4.2 m; to address potential adjacency concerns.
Since no trees are allowed to be planted within the existing 3.0 m wide sanitary right-of-way
(ROW) along the west property line, a line of 6 ft. high perimeter wooden screens and a row
of False Holly are proposed along the west property line to provide privacy screening
between the proposed townhouse development and the existing single family homes to the
west.

The heights of the proposed units along the east property line are ranging from two to three
storeys and the proposed setbacks to the east property line is ranging from 6.78 m to 7.90 m.
The proposed 3.5 m wide public walkway (including a 2.5 m wide pathway and landscaping
on both sides) and yard spaces with Japanese Snowbell trees along the east property line will
provide a visual buffer to the townhouse and commercial developments to the east.

Adjacent properties to the west along Cambie Road have future potential for redevelopment
as townhouses, and the proposed development will not reduce this potential. A statutory
right-of-way (SRW) allowing access to/from the adjacent future development sites through
the subject site (over the entry driveway) has been secured at rezoning.

To minimize changes in site grade on this double-fronting site, a stepping Flood Construction
Level (FCL) is proposed. The building proposed along Cambie Road will have a FCL at
2.11 m, the two buildings proposed along Mellis Drive will have a FCL at 1.39, and the two
buildings proposed at the central part of the site will have a FCL at 1.75 m. Building
Approvals staff have reviewed this proposal and have no concerns.

Perimeter drainage will be required as part of the Building Permit to ensure storm water is
managed and addressed through the development, and will not impact the neighbouring
properties.

Urban Design and Site Planning

The site layout includes 10 two-storey units and 10 three-storey units in five clusters.

Vehicle access will be through a new driveway from Cambie Road; no direct vehicle access
to Mellis Drive is permitted for the subject site.

A separate pedestrian entrance from the public walkway along the east property line, to the
south of the proposed outdoor amenity area, will be provided.

Units along Cambie Road and Mellis Drive are designed to have a strong street presence,
with individual front entrances and yards. Units along the east property line are also
designed to have direct access from the proposed public walkway. Low planting and
permeable fencing will create semi-private spaces for these units and create a
pedestrian-oriented streetscape along the two road frontages and the public walkway.

5727636
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All units will have two vehicle parking spaces; 50% of the units will have a side-by-side
double car garage; and 50% of the units will have a tandem garage. A Restrictive Covenant,
prohibiting the conversion of tandem parking area into habitable area has been secured at
rezoning.

A total of four visitor parking spaces, including one accessible visitor parking space, will be
provided throughout the site. The number of visitor parking spaces proposed is in
compliance with the minimum bylaw requirement.

Both internal and external bicycle parking spaces have been incorporated into the proposal
and are in compliance with the zoning bylaw requirements.

The provision of prlvate outdoor spaces complies with the Development Permit Guidelines
(minimum of 30 m? per unit) of the OCP. All units have private outdoor spaces consisting of
front or rear yard; some units also have a balcony on the second floor.

The required on-site outdoor amenity space is proposed to be located within the existing

6.0 m wide sanitary right-of-way (ROW) cutting east-west across the subject site. The
outdoor amenity space is divided into two areas: the area adjacent to the public walkway is
designated for children’s play with stepping logs and a sand box; the area along the west
property line is designated for gardening with veggie planting plots and a sod lawn. All trees
proposed within the outdoor amenity area will be planted in planters.

The required garbage, recycling and organic waste storage enclosure has been incorporated
into the design of Building #1 to minimize its visual impact.

A mailbox kiosk will be provided adjacent to the enclosure, fronting Cambie Road.

Architectural Form and Character

A simplified neo-Victorian Queen Anne style is proposed to compliment the finer scale of
the elements and massing of the neighbouring developments (i.e., massing articulation,
varying roof lines, window/cladding rhythms, and front door cues, etc.).

The strong architecture creates an effective street wall along Cambie Road, which fits well
with the local context. ~

A pedestrian scale is generally achieved along both road frontages, public walkway along the
east property line, and internal drive aisle through the inclusion of variation in building
projections, recesses, entry porches, varying material/colour combinations, landscape
features, and the use of individual unit entrances.

Individuality of dwelling units is expressed visually by a defined section of building facade
(in most cases, a roof gable) and entry door with covered stoop or porch.

The proposed building materials (Hardie plank cedarmill siding, Hardie Plank shingle,
fiberglass asphalt roof shingles, and wood trim, etc.) are generally consistent with the
Official Community Plan (OCP) Design Permit Guidelines and are compatible with the
character of the surrounding neighbourhood.

Two colour schemes are proposed; the colour palettes include a range of earth tone colours,
highlighted with contrasting trims.

5727636
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Landscape Design and Open Space Design

Tree preservation was reviewed at rezoning stage; all seven bylaw-sized trees on-site will be
removed. Based on the 2:1 tree replacement ratio goal stated in the Official Community
Plan (OCP), 14 replacement trees are required. The applicant is proposing to plant 61
replacement trees on-site, including 22 conifers and 38 deciduous trees.

Nine trees located on neighbouring properties are to be retained and protected. The applicant
has submitted a tree protection plan showing the trees to be retained and the measures taken
to protect them during development stage.

The public walkway along the east property line will be designed to accommodate a 2.5 m
wide pedestrian path with bollard lighting and landscaping along the entire length of the
walkway.

Each unit fronting Cambie Road and the public walkway along the east property line will
have a private yard with landscaping, a small lawn area, and a patio.

The front yards on Mellis Drive is designed to enhance the single family house scale of the
end units; various hedges, shrubs and ground covers, as well as perennials and grasses have
been selected to ensure the landscape treatment remains interesting throughout the year.

The landscape area at the end of the north-south drive aisle is designed to discourage
traversing through the proposed townhouse development. This area will be bermed up and
will be heavily landscaped with shrubs (i.e., Rhododendrons, Japanese Forest Grass, Western
Sword Fern), trees (i.e., Serbian Spruce trees), and one feature tree (i.e., Pacific Dogwood) at
the centre.

The required on-site outdoor amenity area will be provided at the central part of the site; with
a program that includes children’s play area, veggie plots, sand box, and fruit trees with clean
site lines and seating areas for parents.

A slightly raised area is proposed on the internal drive aisle in front of the visitor parking
spaces and the outdoor amenity areas at the center of the site for traffic claiming.

Permeable paving will be used on the internal drive aisle and surface parking spaces.
Project signage will be provided along the Cambie Road frontage by the entry driveway.

In order to ensure that the proposed landscaping works are completed, the applicant is
required to provide a landscape security of $196,074.53 in association with the Development
Permit.

Indoor amenity space is not proposed on-site. A $21,000 cash-in-lieu contribution has been
secured as a condition of rezoning approval; consistent with the OCP.

Crime Prevention Through Environmental Design (CPTED)

The public walkway will have well-defined edges (with fencing, entry and exit trellised
structures, hedgerow strips), will be well-lit with bollard lighting along its entire path, will
have a chamfered corner at the elbow for visibility, and will be landscaped to eliminate
hiding places.

5727636
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All building exterior side walls will have windows at upper floors; which would provide for
passive surveillance over the public walkway, the common outdoor amenity area, visitor
parking spaces, the garbage and recycle enclosures, and all main entries and garage doors.

All unit entry doors will be clearly visible from the street, the public walkway, and the
internal drive aisle, will be well-lit, and will not be set back into the building.

The outdoor amenity kids’ play area will be safely separated from the public walkway with
fence and hedge.

Landscaping at north end of drive aisle will be heavily densified to clearly discourage
pedestrian and vehicle traffic across to (and from) Mellis Drive.

Sustainability

The applicant has committed to achieving a minimum EnerGuide rating of 82 for the
proposed townhouses and to pre-ducting all units for solar hot water heating.

A Certified Energy Advisor has confirmed that the proposed townhouse units will be
designed to achieve an EnerGuide rating of 82. The report prepared by the Energy Advisor
is on file and will be utilized through the Building Permit review process to ensure these
measures are incorporated in the Permit drawings.

Each garage will be equipped with a 240V receptacle to accommodate future electric vehicle
charging equipment.

The developer also advises that the following sustainability features will be incorporated into
the development:

o Use of low-flow toilets, showers, and lavatories in all units.

o Use of Energy Star appliances in all units.

Aircraft Noise Sensitive Land Use Policy

In consideration for rezoning, the developer has agreed to sign a Restrictive Covenant,
agreeing to have the building designed to incorporate adequate sound measures against
aircraft noise before obtaining a rezoning.

The developer has submitted a report on recommended acoustic sound insulation measures
prepared by a registered professional qualified in acoustics. The developer has agreed to
retain a registered professional to certify that any required noise insulation measures have
been installed according to the report recommendations before obtaining the Occupancy
Permit.

The developer has also submitted a report identifying measures to incorporate air source heat
pumps in the construction of the building in order to maintain the acoustic integrity of the
building envelope essential to maintain a highly liveable interior environment when windows
are shut, particularly during warm summer months. The developer has agreed to retain a
registered professional to certify that any proposed outdoor mechanical equipment will
comply with the City’s Noise Regulation Bylaw No. 8856.

5727636
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Accessible Housing

e The proposed development includes two convertible units that are designed with the potential
to be easily renovated to accommodate a future resident in a wheelchair. The potential
conversion of these units will require installation of a vertical lift in the stacked storage space
(which has been dimensioned to allow for this in Unit B) or a chair lift (where the staircase
has been dimensioned to accommodate this in Unit E) in the future, if desired.

o All of the proposed units incorporate aging in place features to accommodate mobility
constraints associated with aging. These features include:
o Stairwell hand rails.
o Lever-type handles for plumbing fixtures and door handles.
o Solid blocking in washroom walls to facilitate future grab bar installation beside toilets,
bathtubs and showers.

Conclusions

As the proposed development would meet applicable policies and Development Permit
Guidelines, and the applicant has agreed to the list of Development Permit Considerations
(signed concurrence on file) outlined in Attachment 2, staff recommend that the Development
Permit be endorsed, and issuance by Council be recommended.

Edwin Lee
Planner 1
(604-276-4121)

EL:blg

Attachment 1: Development Application Data Sheet
Attachment 2: Minutes of the October 18, 2017 Advisory Design Panel Meeting

The following are to be met prior to forwarding this application to Council for approval:
¢  Adoption of Rezoning Bylaw 9293 (RZ 14-670471).
e Receipt of a Letter-of-Credit for landscaping in the amount of $196,074.53.

Prior to future Building Permit issuance, the developer is required to complete the following:

¢ Installation of appropriate tree protection fencing around all protected trees and hedges on the adjacent
properties prior to any construction activities; including building demolition, occurring on-site.

e Incorporation of energy efficiency, CPTED, sustainability, and accessibility measures in Building Permit (BP)
plans as determined via the Rezoning and/or Development Permit processes.

e The applicant is required to obtain a Building Permit for any construction hoarding associated with the
proposed development. If construction hoarding is required to temporarily occupy a street, or any part thereof,
or occupy the air space above a street or any part thereof, additional City approvals and associated fees may be
required as part of the Building Permit. For further information on the Building Permit, please contact
Building Approvals Department at 604-276-4285.
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e  Submission of a construction traffic and parking management plan to the satisfaction of the City's
Transportation Department (http://www.richmond.ca/services/ttp/special.htm).

e Ifapplicable, payment of latecomer agreement charges, plus applicable interest associated with eligible
latecomer works.

5727636



> City of
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Development Application Data Sheet
Development Applications Department

Attachment 1

DP 17-772227

Address: 11671 and 11691 Cambie Road
Applicant: Interface Architecture Inc. Chislon (Cambie) Development Corp
Planning Area(s). East Cambie
Floor Area Gross: 3,330.9 m? Floor Area Net: 2,245.3 m?
Existing ] Proposed
Site Area: 3,844.0 m? 3,757.7m?
Land Uses: Single Family Residential Multiple-Family Residential
OCP Designation: Neighbourhood Residential No Change
Zoning: Single Detached (RS1/E) Low Density Townhouses (RTL4)
Number of Units: 2 20
Bylaw Requirement Proposed l Variance
Floor Area Ratio: Max. 0.60 0.60 none permitted
Lot Coverage — Building: Max. 40% 40.0% ‘ none
Lot Coverage — Non-porous
Surfaces: Max. 65% 54.3% none
Lot Coverage — Landscaping: Min. 25% 25.0% none
Setback — Front Yard (Cambie . Variance
Road) (m): Min. 6.0 m 4.5m Requested
Setback — East Side Yard (m): Min. 3.0 m 6.9m none
Setback — West Side Yard (m): Min. 3.0 m 3.3m none
Setback — Rear Yard (Mellis Drive) . Variance
(m): Min. 6.0 m 45m Requested
Height (m): Max. 12.0 m (3 storeys) 12.0m none
' T (3 storeys)

Lot Dimensions (m): Width: 50.0 m Width: 43.3 m Variance

' Depth: 35.0m Depth: 86.7 m Requested
Off-street Parking Spaces — .
Regular (R) / Visitor (V): 2.0 (R) and 0.2 (V) per unit 2(R).and 0.2 (V) none
Off-street Parking Spaces — Total: 40 (R) and 4 (V) 40 (R) and 4 (V) none

' Max. 50% of proposed residential
Tandem Parking Spaces: spaces in enclosed garages 20 none
(40 x Max. 50% = 20)
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Max, 50% when 31 or more spaces

Small Car Parking Spaces: are provided on site’ 10 none
(44 x Max. 50% = 22)
. : , Min. 2% when 11 or more spaces
Handicap Parking Spaces: are required (44 x Min. 2% = 1) 1 none
Bicycle Parking Spaces — 1.25 (Class 1) and 0.2 (Class 2) 1.25 (Class 1) none
Class 1/ Class 2: per unit and 0.2 (Class 2)
Off-street Parking Spaces — Total: 25 (Class 1) and 4 (Class 2) 25 (Class 1) none
' and 4 (Class 2)
Amenity Space ~ Indoor: Min. 70 m? or Cash-in-lieu Cash-in-lieu none
Min. 6 m? x 20 units = 120 m? 130 m? none

Amenity Space ~ Outdoor:
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Attachment 2

Excerpt from the Minutes from
The Design Panel Meeting
Wednesday, October 18, 2017 — 4:00 p.m.

Rm. M.1.003
Richmond City Hall

DP 17-772227 — 20-UNIT TOWNHOUSE DEVELOPMENT

ARCHITECT: Interface Architecture

PROPERTY LOCATION: 11671 and 11691 Cambie Road

Applicant’s Presentation

Ken Chow, Interface Architecture, and Meredith Mitchell, M2 Landscape Architecture,
presented the project and answered queries from the Panel.

Panel Discussion

Comments from the Panel were as follows:

package for the project provided by the applicant is clear; however, coloured
elevation drawings could have added clarity to the project;

appreciate the applicant achieving a 40 percent lot coverage for the proposed
development;

not concerned with the proposed setback variances; stepping of buildings along
an angle on the north side is a good solution;

consider decreasing the pitch of the primary roof to lower the roof ridge of
Building 4 which currently reads like a three-storey volume; would allow more
sunlight penetration into the internal drive aisle and a provide a softer transition
to the single family neighbourhood to the west of the subject site;

Have now lowered the roof ridge lines by 0.8 m (2.62 ft.) by changing 12:12
pitch to 10:12 pitch,

proposed outdoor amenity areas look good but appear narrow; consider
installing clerestory windows in the ground floor of adjacent units to address
potential privacy concerns;

Have now relocated outdoor amenity area to between Buildings 2 & 3, after
sliding Building 2 southward by 2-ft.

support the proposed materials and colours for the project;
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would like to see a modern architectural style for projects similar to the subject
development in the future;

Design direction was established early by original owner (Isle of Mann, who
deemed this fit the location & market). It was originally called Oxford Lane.

the proposed public walkway along the east side of the site further restricts the
long, linear and narrow site;

Issue was identified, but east edge PROP walkway required.

the subject site does not look dense; commend the applicant for the efficient use
of space;

north-south orientation of the proposed development works; units fronting
Cambie Road will receive good sunlight exposure;

good provision of private outdoor spaces in all townhouse units; use of
proposed common outdoor amenity areas is questionable; however, commend
the applicant for providing more than the required minimum amount of outdoor
amenity space; :

consider design development to the roof of Building 4 to reduce its height
without reducing the roof pitch; consider introducing a flat portion on the roof
not noticeable from the ground plane; variation of building heights could
enhance the general massing arrangement in the proposed development;

Have now lowered the roof ridge lines by 0.8 m (2.62 ft.) by changing 12:12
pitch to 10:12 pitch.

consider continuing the planting of smaller trees along the west property line
and install raised planters to provide more buffering from the adjacent single
family homes;

Can’t have trees planted in SROW along west PL.

consider providing screening to the windows in the living space of Unit 20 for
protection from headlight glares coming from vehicles entering the site; also
consider introducing landscaping to provide a softer treatment and visual
screening to the harsh appearance of the visitor parking spaces adjacent to Units
20 and 6;

Visitor parking now relocated, wood trellis now proposed here for visual
interest; main floor windows deleted.

proposed hydro kiosk location at the north end of the site is preferable than
located adjacent to Unit 13; hope that the surrounding vegetation will provide a
softer treatment;

LPT kiosk prohibited from being in Mellis yard setback; LPT now located in
(bigger) notch at Unit 13 footprint; FD 3-ft wide path to go around LPT.
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proposed bollard lighting along the public walkway may not be adequate from a
CPTED perspective; consider installing larger lights along the walkway to
address CPTED concerns;

Will delve into this issue now with civil/elec/landscape consultants, but
lighting can be part of the overall SA coordination when the art budget issue
is resolved.

appreciate the presentation of proposed landscaping for the project which
included helpful information on existing trees and grades around the existing
trees;

does not support the proposed location for the public walkway; however, the
applicant has done a good job in activating and addressing it; consider
additional lighting along the walkway especially at both ends to provide “eyes
on the walkway”;

The PROP walkway was initially proposed along the edge of the central
internal drive aisle. This solution would have increased the separation of
buildings along the drive aisle to allow for a more pleasant, landscaped,

“activated, wider (and we feel, generally safer) circulation spine. The 2nd

point about additional lighting could be dealt with as part of the SA
development to incorporate the art budget into the trellis entries/walkway
access points.

consider design development to the proposed landscaping around the feature
tree and hydro kiosk at the north end of the site to draw more attention to the
feature tree and away from the hydro kiosk;

Feature tree is now centered; surrounding landscaping to be densified,
layered, and visually interesting

consider reconfiguring the outdoor amenity areas to minimize the formality of
the arrangement including breaking up the rectangular spaces; also consider
integrating natural elements in the children’s play area with proposed trees in
planters to create more natural play opportunities for children;

consider breaking up the formality of the common vegetable garden to provide
more access to users;

The common garden is not a big space, so the few veggie planting plots to be
provided will eventually be arranged by the residents.

consider extending the grey-coloured paved pedestrian walkway along the west
edge of the entry driveway throughout the entire length of the internal drive
aisle;

The owner agrees to extending the grey pavers throughout the internal drive
aisle (i.e. no asphalt on site).

consider a similar treatment along the east edge of the internal drive aisle;

Have done this. Site entry pavers extended to SROW, linking to PROP
walkway.
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purpose of incorporating sod lawns at the northwest corner of the site is not
clear; consider installing trees in this area;

Note: SROW extends to NW site corner.

the project is going in the right direction from a sustainability perspective;
however, concerned on limited potential location for the air-source heat pumps
due to the size of the site; could not be installed on the roofs but could be
accommodated in the front yards of units; however, the move would create
negative visual impacts;

The heat pump units are actually little furnaces inside the unit (under the
stairs or just off the garage). It is the condenser units that are situated
outside (blue boxes) adjacent to the individual patios at the fences. Each unit
is about 37x40x13 (w,h,d). The proposed hedges and fences will provide the
visual screening.

A 4 bpmmmere

appreciate the provision of two convertible units for the proposed development;

consider replacing the proposed swing door for the ground floor powder room
in the convertible B unit with a pocket door to enhance its usability; consider
the same approach for the convertible E unit;

Although preferred, there is no space to fit a pocket door in at Unit B. We
were able to fit in at Unit E.

appreciate the proposed kitchen lay-out in the convertible B unit; consider
installing a wall oven at the end of the counter as it would be safer to use by
disabled residents;

Although preferred, we were only able to fit in at Unit B, but not Unit E.
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reconsider proposed provision of chair lift for the convertible B unit due to
comfort and safety concerns of users; consider future provision of a vertical lift
and utilize the proposed electrical room on the ground floor and the deck above;
would be feasible if the hydro kiosk could be moved away from the convertible
E unit so the electrical room could be relocated outside of the building
footprint;

Revised Unit B layout now has vertical lift (but not Unit E). We have already
tried to install a vertical lift in Unit E but it is not possible.

consider relocating the washer and drier space on the second floor of the
convertible E unit and utilizing the vacated space and a portion of the garage
space below for future installation of a vertical lift;

Still proposing chair lift. This comment referred to an earlier Unit E design
which has been radically changed (i.e. stair case relocated). Cannot stack a
vertical lift that doesn’t ruin the main floor living space.

appreciate the applicant contributing to the City’s public art fund as public art
could help in integrating development projects in the community;

consider integrating public art in the trellises; also consider design development
to the trellis adjacent to the two storey unit and the public walkway to prevent
direct pedestrian access to the subject site from the public walkway;

Trellises still proposed, but will consider city proposals for using the voluntary
art contributions here.

consider installing transparent material to provide separation between adjacent
unit entries in Buildings 1 and 3;

As the architects, we not think this is necessary, but will remind the owner
that this is an option.

appreciate the well-executed architectural expression of the proposed
development; however, would support a modernist approach to the architecture
of new developments;

support the additional density in the neighbourhood brought by the proposed
development which will benefit the area;

appreciate the selection of small tree species which are appropriate for a tight
site;

support the Panel comment that the feature tree at the end of the drive aisle
should be the focal point; consider design development to the landscaping to
achieve this objective;

Feature tree now centered.

prefer that the public walkway be located at the west side of the site to
ameliorate the shady conditions of townhouse units located at the west side of
the proposed development;
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consider design development to visually open up the north and south ends of the
public walkway; reconsider installing a trellis at both ends of the walkway as it
reads like a private walkway; consider opening up the throat on both ends of the
walkway to enhance its public character;

Developer would consider redesign of trellis entries to the PROP walkway if
developer’s voluntary art contributions were used. Will work with Public Art

staff.

survivability of sod lawns at the north side of Units 13 and 14, at the yards of
Units 16, 17, and 18, and at the play area immediately to the south of Unit 18
are questionable as they are located in areas with limited sun exposure; consider
design development to these areas to ensure the survivability of sod;

No notes can ensure this. Artificial turf is not acceptable. North-facing open
space and play areas between buildings are a reality. The good feature is that
these areas are behind 2-storey buildings, and there is east and west sunlight
penetration. And new projects always have a I-year warranty period to
address deficiencies.

does not support the proposed location of children’s play area as it would be in
deep shade for majority of the year and proposed wood elements are likely to
deteriorate over time;

Now relocated to the wider space between Buildings 2 & 3.

consider relocating the children’s play area and the common vegetable garden
to the proposed location of visitor parking stalls adjacent to Units 6 and 20;
safety concerns for the relocated children’s play area due to vehicular traffic
coming from the entry driveway could be mitigated by installing fencing,
bollards, or barrier curb or a combination of the three; applicant could also
consider relocating the children’s play area to the visitor parking space adjacent
to Unit 6;

Noted in new site redesign.

understand the rationale for installing different types of paving materials on the
drive aisle; however, the proposed scheme may not work, e.g. the pedestrian
pathway at the west edge of the entry driveway could be underutilized; consider
simplifying the paving treatment for the entire drive aisle and consider asphalt
paving throughout to provide more usable play space for children;

Please provide a response. Have now revised the extent of pavers to reach the
SROW pathway for a clearer visual cue pedestrians; asphalt paving
throughout doesn’t seem like the best solution for the project (i.e. less
permeability, no visual interest)

commend the applicant for providing legible landscape drawings;

the applicant has done a good job in a tight site;

~ support the Panel comment that the applicant could have introduced a cleaner

and modern architecture for the proposed development;
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consider eliminating one of the two chimneys proposed to be installed on the
roof of the building along Cambie Road; also consider using masonry, e.g. brick
for the chimney in view of the architecture of the building;

Chimney removed.
consider cleaning up the proposed materials palette for the building;

We believe that the materials palette is just right now (w/o masonry cladding).
The limited colour palette will tone down any perceived busyness.

not concerned on the proposed setback variances;

not concerned with the project’s interface with the single-family homes to the
west as they could be redeveloped in the future;

one hydro kiosk would be sufficient for the proposed development considering
its size; consider eliminating one of the two hydro kiosks; applicant and staff
could work together to provide a more appropriate screening for the hydro kiosk
at the north end of the site;

Consultant proposes 2 kiosks; site divided in 2 by SROW.

not enough detail on the proposed public pedestrian walkway; scale of proposed
trellises at both ends create a more residential than public feel for the walkways;
support the comment from the Panel to open up both entries to the walkway and
consider integrating public art and adding more lighting at the entries and along
the public walkway;

Public art process to incorporate art contribution has been initiated.

consider using appropriate material for the entry monuments consistent with the
architecture of the building;

A masonry/stone cladding will be used on the fence pilasters and will also be
used on the entry signage monuments.

applicant could do more to address the shady location of the children’s play
area, e.g. introducing shade tolerant planting, to avoid the potential of becoming
a liability for the strata;

Now the play area has been relocated to between Buildings 2 & 3 in a wider
outdoor area for better sunlight penetration. Play area has a ‘fibar’ surface
and trees in planters.

applicant could work with staff to mitigate the harsh vehicular entry set-up due
to the location two visitor parking spaces near the vehicular entry, especially the
visitor parking space directly opposite the site entry;

Better now after redesign as described above.

consider design development to the windows of units adjacent to the outdoor
amenity areas to address privacy concerns;

Now more carefully addressed; have deleted main floor kitchen windows
Jacing amenity spaces, but kept high-silled windows for daylight and CPTED
reasons. «
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proposed common outdoor amenity areas are narrow and appear crowded;
support the Panel comment for the applicant to consider relocating the outdoor
amenity areas to the visitor parking spaces adjacent to Units 6 and 20 and utilize
the vacated spaces for visitor parking stalls; also consider installing appropriate
screening for the relocated outdoor amenity areas for protection from headlight
glare coming from vehicles entering the site;

Now addressed via site redesign.

appreciate the Panel comment to simplify the paving treatment for the internal
drive aisle; however, the asphalt paving could be broken down at certain points
on the drive aisle, e.g. at the terminus; consider design development to the pad
step down for the hydro kiosk to create a feature as the ground plane as opposed
to the viewpoint at eye level; would help justify the off centre location of the
feature tree;

Drive aisle pavers now expanded in area.

support the approach to raise some of the lawn areas to differentiate between
the public and private areas;

Realistically, the public/private yard interfaces can be completed either way
(i.e. flush or stepped up); we essentially have a flat site with Building MBE’s
at the higher FCL’s. No raised yard planes are shown now, as each unit will
have a walkway that gradually slopes from the public sidewalks up to the
Building slabs at the higher FCL values.

support the proposed setback variances; and

support the comments from the Panel that the applicant could have introduced a
more contemporary architecture for the proposed development; City staff and
the applicant are encouraged to consider the collective advice of the Panel for
future similar developments in the City.

Panel Decision
