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 City of Richmond Agenda
   

 
 

Development Permit Panel 
 

Council Chambers 

Wednesday, August 24, 2011 
3:30 p.m. 

 
 
1. Minutes 

 Motion to adopt the minutes of the meeting of the Development Permit Panel held on 
Wednesday, July 27, 2011. 

 

 
2. Development Permit 09-498967 

(File Ref. No.:  DP 09-498967)   (REDMS No. 3256988) 

 TO VIEW ePLANS CLICK HERE 

 APPLICANT: OTO Development Ltd. 

 PROPERTY LOCATION: 8080 and 8100 Blundell Road 

 INTENT OF PERMIT:  

 1. Permit the construction of eight (8) townhouse units at 8080 and 8100 Blundell 
Road on a site zoned Low Density Townhouses (RTL3); and 

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

  (a) reduce the minimum front yard setback from 6.0 m to 5.0 m for Building 1; 
and 

  (b) allow a total of eight (8) tandem parking spaces in four (4) of the eight (8) 
townhouse units. 

 
Manager’s Recommendations 

 That a Development Permit be issued which would: 

 1. Permit the construction of eight (8) townhouse units at 8080 and 8100 Blundell 
Road on a site zoned Low Density Townhouses (RTL3); and 



Development Permit Panel – Wednesday, August 24, 2011 
 

2. 
3306594 

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

  (a) reduce the minimum front yard setback from 6.0 m to 5.0 m for Building 1; 
and 

  (b) allow a total of eight (8) tandem parking spaces in four (4) of the eight (8) 
townhouse units. 

 

 
3. Development Variance DV 11-581634 

(File Ref. No.:  DV11-581634 )(REDMS No. 3288463) 

 TO VIEW ePLANS CLICK HERE 

 APPLICANT: CTA Design Group 

 PROPERTY LOCATION: 11120 Silversmith Place 

 INTENT OF PERMIT:  

 1. To vary the maximum building height of a building within the Industrial Business 
Park (IB1) zone: 

  (a) from 12 m to 19.812 m to accommodate the widening of an existing polyfilm 
fabrication tower; and 

  (b) from 12 m to 30 m  to accommodate the construction of a new polyfilm 
fabrication tower. 

 
Manager’s Recommendations 

 1. That a Development Variance Permit be issued which would vary the maximum 
building height of a building within the Industrial Business Park (IB1) zone: 

  (a) from 12 m to 19.812 m to accommodate the widening of an existing polyfilm 
fabrication tower; and 

  (b) from 12 m to 30 m  to accommodate the construction of a new polyfilm 
fabrication tower. 

 

 
4. New Business 

 
5. Date Of Next Meeting: Wednesday, September 14, 2011 

 
6. Adjournment 



Time: 

Place: 

City of 
Richmond 

Development Permit Panel 

Wednesday, July 27, 2011 

3:30 p.m. 

Council Chambers 
Richmond City Hall 

Minutes 

Present: Joe Erceg, Chair 
Robert Gonzalez, General Manager, Engineering and Public Works 
Dave Semple, General Manager, Parks and Recreation 

The meeting was called to order at 3:30 p.m. 

1. Minutes 

It was moved and seconded 
That tile minutes of the meeting of tile Development Permit Panel held on Wednesday, 
July 13, 2011, be adopted. 

2. Development Permit 10-545704 
(File Ref. No.: DP 1 ()'545704) (REDMS No. 3218163) 

APPLICANT: 

PROPERTY LOCATION: 

INTENT OF PERMIT: 

Chen Design Studio 

7900 Bennett Road 

CARRIED 

1. Permit the construction of two (2) back-to-back duplexes at 7900 Bennett Road on a 
site zoned "Infill Residential (RI2)"; and 

2. Vary the provisions of the Richmond Zoning Bylaw No. 8500 to permit a 0.5m 
building projection beyond the vertical height envelope. 

Applicant's Comments 

Xi Chen, Designer, Chen Design Studio, provided the following details regarding the 
proposed two back-to-back duplexes at 7900 Bennett Road: 

• the subject site was subdivided into two new lots, and a two-unit duplex building is 
proposed for each lot; 
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• the proposed design of the buildings are two-storey wood frame homes, 
approximately the same height as existing adjacent residences; 

• the proposed front yard setback matches the front yard setback of existing adjacent 
homes; 

• the proposed density is 0.55 floor area ratio; 

• architectural form and character is similar to single-family, duplex, and two-storey 
townhouse residences on adjacent lots; 

• Crime Prevention Through Environmental Design (CPTED) is applied to the 
proposed development, and safety and security is enhanced by: (i) a front fence that 
is less than 1 metre in height to allow casual observation of the street; (ii) well lit 
entrances to residences; and (iii) a shared tenant pathway for "B" lmits; 

• accessibility features are in place throughout the design scheme, and aging-in-place 
features are provided in all units; 

• the rear "B" units will be convertible, and have the base level of accessible features, 
such as widened doors, stairs and corridors throughout; 

• framing and electrical elements are included for a future stair lift, and the living 
room is convertible into a bedroom, with an accessible washroom included; 

• sustainability features on site include permeable pavers, low flow fixtures and 
faucets, water efficient appliances, and duel flush toilets; 

• there are motion sensors and timers in the public area to reduce electricity 
consumption; 

• low glazing is used, as are low emitting materials, where applicable; and 

• operable windows will create a better indoor environment. 

In response to the Chair's query regarding parking, Ms. Chen stated that the zoning bylaw 
requirement of greater than 1.0 resident parking spaces per dwelling unit, or 0.5 parking 
spaces per bedroom (3 spaces per lot), is achieved. 

In response to the Chair's request for information regarding access to the site, garages, 
and landscaping, Masa Ito, Ito and Associates, LandscapeArchitects, advised that: 

• rear lane access is provided to this site from Acheson Road, with parking garages at 
the rear of the site; 

• the landscape scheme includes a patio space at the front of each unit, and boulevard 
street trees; and 

• an open arbour denotes the main entrance to the site. 

2. 
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Discussion ensued between the Panel and Mr. Ito regarding: 

• all parking is at the rear of the subject site, and a pathway in the centre of the site 
features some low landscaping to soften the edges; 

• the proposed fence could be relocated further toward the north, to allow the 
addition of more landscaping elements; 

• the access from the lane is a hard surface; 

• no outdoor amenity space is provided on site, but the project is located close to the 
City's Brighouse Park, an area that offers outdoor space; and 

• fencing the perimeter is a questionable solution to adjacency issues. 

Discussion continued with the Panel questioning the appropriateness of: (i) a lack of 
outdoor space; (ii) reliance on Brighouse Park for outdoor activity for children; (iii) 
questionable safety for children leaving the subject site and going to Brighouse Park for 
play; and (iv) the general lack of quiet outdoor space on the subject site. 

Staff Comments 

Brian J. Jackson, Director of Development, advised that the unique zone "Infill 
Residential" was created specifically for the Atchison Road/Bennett Road area, and that 
the zone has no requirement for a common outdoor amenity space, though the infill 
residential project to the east of the subject site features detached garages. 

The design scheme includes a trade off between attached garages and having additional 
parking off the lane, and pushing the garages further south. 

In response to a query from the Chair, Mr. Jackson advised that if the applicant moved the 
garages further north on the subject site without a dedication on the south side, vehicles 
might have a problem manoeuvring onto the half lane. 

Gallery Comments 

Bob Harrison, 9591 McBurney Drive, stated that a 3:30 p.m. start time for a Panel 
meeting was inconvenient for some residents. 

Correspondence 

None. 

Panel Discussion 

The Chair stated that the project' s design could be more appropriate and more sensitively 
executed in terms of: (i) landscaping; (ii) presentation to the lane; (iii) whether there is a 
way to make access to the site, and parking, more workable; and (iv) the provision for 
usable outdoor space for each unit. 

3. 



Development Permit Panel 
Wednesday, July 27, 2011 

The Chair added that he had a concern regarding liveability for future residents of the rear, 
or, "B" units. 

The Panel further commented that: (i) now was an opportune time to be creative; and (ii) 
replacing fences was an inadequate response to interface with adjacent properties. 

Panel Decision 

It was moved and seconded 
Tltat Development Permit 10-545704 be referred back to staff for furtlter examination 
of: 

(i) tlte landscaping sclteme,' 

(ii) presentation to tlte lane,' . 

(iii) access to tlte site,' 

(iv) on-site parking,' ami 

(v) provision of useable outdoor space for eaclt unit. 

CARRIED 

3. Development Permit DV 10-542375 
(Fila Raf. No.: DV 10-542375) (REDMS No. 3227953) 

3252873 

APPLICANT: Provincial Rental Housing Corporation 

PROPERTY LOCATION: 8180 Ash Street 

INTENT OF PERMIT: 

I. Vary the minimum lot width from 12 m to 8.3 m for proposed Lot 5; and 

2. Vary the minimum lot frontage from 6 m to 0.38 m for proposed Lot 4, to 2.7 m for 
proposed Lot 5 and to 0.60 m for proposed Lot 6 

To permit subdivision of 8180 Ash Street into six (6) lots zoned "Single Detached 
(RS liB)" for the purpose of developing affordable single-family dwellings. 

Applicant's Comments 

Julio Gomberoff, Retired Architect, 455 Beach Crescent, Vancouver, spoke in general 
terms regarding: (i) the more than 6 feet of frontage; (ii) the recessed property line; (iii) 
the unique hammerhead driveway arrangement that allows for cars to go forward onto 
Dayton Court; (iv) the size of the six proposed lots exceeds the zoning bylaw requirement; 
(v) the 2 Y, storey height of the proposed homes; (vi) the finished site grade; (vii) the 
subject site's potential to add between 6 and 9 cars to the neighbourhood; and (viii) 
shrubs, grass, and the number of trees to be planted on site as part of the landscaping 
scheme. 

4. 



3252873 

Development Permit Panel 
Wednesday, July 27,2011 

In concluding his remarks, Mr. Gomberoff stated that the project is 99.9% in compliance 
with the City's zoning bylaw. 

The Chair noted that the requested variances indicated that the project is not in 
compliance with the City's zoning bylaw. 

Naomi Brunemeyer, Manager, Regional Development, B.C. Housing Management 
Commission, explained the relationship between the Provincial Rental Housing 
Corporation and the B.C. Housing Management Commission. 

She remarked that the application is an overall housing package, and that the Provincial 
Rental Housing Corporation has owned the site for some time, and has tried to achieve 
more density on the site. Ms. Brunemeyer drew the Panel's attention to the following 
features of the proposed development: 

• the application was originally presented to the Development Permit Panel in 
February 2011, and since that time the applicant has worked with City staff to 
address concerns regarding the original driveway design; 

• the hammerhead driveway arrangement that has been incorporated addresses the 
manoeuvring issue, allowing vehicles to turn around and exit the common driveway 
by driving forward, not backing out; 

• single-family residences would better suit the neighbourhood's needs; 

• six lots on the site would make for cost efficiency; 

• the application presents an affordable home ownership opportunity for families and 
individuals with low to moderate incomes, defined as a household income of slightly 
below $65,000 annually, and purchasers would qualify for an external mortgage; 

• income from tenants in small rental suites in. each proposed residence would help the 
owners' finances; 

• there is not much affordable housing ownership in the province, but research shows 
that it is usually young families who take advantage of opportunities such as those 
offered by the applicant, and that the owners are willing to spend more time living in 
their affordable homes; 

• on-site parking provisions are more generous in the current design scheme than 
those in the earlier design scheme, presented to the Panel in February 2011; 

• ala public Open House hosted by BC Housing on Jlme 21 , 2011, the application was 
submitted to attendees for feedback; 

• before the applicant can move forward with the proposal, the applicant must learn if 
the request for variances is successful; 

• building drawings could be submitted for review by the applicant, to area residents, 
to provide assurance before construction began; and 

• the applicant would work with the City to ensure that the project complies with all 
City by laws and policies. 

5. 
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Wednesday, July 27, 2011 

The Chair noted that efforts had been made to address the issues of access, parking and 
manoeuvring of vehicles on site that arose at the February 16, 20 II Development Permit 
Panel meeting, and that the modified plans, including the hammerhead driveway design, 
appeared to be a good one. 

Mr. Gomberoff remarked that an extension of the existing cuI de sac was considered, but 
the dimensions did not work for that scenario, and so the hammerhead driveway design 
was the best solution. 

In response to a query from the Chair, Mr. Gomberoff advised that the proposed 
development exceeds the minimum parking requirements, as each lot fronting Dayton 
Court provides adequate space for four vehicles outside of the on-site manoeuvring area. 

Staff Comments 

Mr. Jackson noted that although the application is an unusual one, staff supports the 
proposed variances that would facilitate subdivision of the subject site to accommodate 
six single-family homes. 

Mr. Jackson also noted that no increase in the height of the dwellings was being sought, 
and, in response to a query from the Chair, indicated that the single family houses would 
be built at the same density as other houses on Dayton Court, and the lot coverage was 
significantly less. 

He noted that the applicant had made changes to the plan since first presenting it to the 
Panel in February 2011, to reflect concerns raised by neighbours, and to ensure that 
vehicles would not back out onto the cuI de sac. 

In response to a query from the Chair, Mr. Jackson stated that financial security will be 
achieved to ensure the installation of the landscaping element to reconfigure the 
emergency access. 

In response to a further query from the Chair, Mr. Jackson advised that the applicant is 
willing to submit the building permit information for review. 

Gallery Comments 

The Chair requested that, for the benefit of those assembled in the gallery, Mr. Gomberoff 
use the display boards to provided details regarding: (i) parking and landscaping; (ii) the 
pedestrian walkway; (iii) the siting of the proposed houses; and (iv) the location of the 
replacement trees. 

Bob Harrison, 9591 McBurney Drive, outlined his understanding of the history of past 
applications for 8180 Ash Street. He complimented the architect on the design scheme and 
then stated that he thought four or five, not six, structures were planned for the subject 
site. 

6. 
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In conclusion he remarked that he wanted to: (i) see a proposal outlining how the 
proposed development would be sold; and (ii) hear an admission that the project was 
'experimental' . 

Henry Lim, 9391 Dixon Avenue, was concerned that the two proposed structures that 
would be adjacent to his residence would appear to 'dwarf his home. He questioned 
whether the proposed structure that abuts the lane to the south of the subject site is the 
same height as the residence across the lane, and queried how safe the alley would be for 
emergency vehicles using the lane. 

Discussion between the Panel and Mr. Jackson ensued regarding the density and height 
components of Mr. Lim's queries, and the following information was provided: 

• the height of the proposed structures meet the zoning bylaw requirement; 

• if the requested variances are granted there would be six separate lots at the subject 
site, but the density of structures is based on the floor area ratio, or square footage; 

• a typical structure on Dayton Court is allowed to cover 45% of the lot, and in the 
case of this application, the structures on Dayton Court are proposed to cover 
between 26% and 33% of the lot, thereby providing more green space than does a 
typical Dayton Court lot; 

• due to the north/south orientation, the stepped down end of the proposed structure 
abutting the lane would face the lane; and 

• the lane is for emergency vehicles only. 

The Panel commented that the applicant had offered to submit building drawings for 
review by area residents to provide assurance, and the Chair requested that staff take note 
ofthe offer. 

Janet Yeung, 8211 McBurney Court, stated two concerns: (i) to reduce the minimum lot 
frontage from 6 metres to 0.38 metres represented a large variance, and she questioned the 
veracity of the zoning bylaw; and (ii) although the scheme allows for cars to drive 
forward, not back out, onto the cuI de sac, the subject site might accommodate 12 cars, 
and this number represents a safety issue for children in the neighbourhood who play 
street hockey, and other games, in the cuI de sac. 

The Chair explained that the City's zoning bylaw effectively addresses minimum lot 
frontage, and that the standards in the bylaw apply to approximately 95% of zoning cases, 
but that the bylaw standards do not fit the other 5%, as in this case, due to the limited 
amount of frontage on Dayton Court, making it difficult for this application to meet the 
bylaw requirement. 

The Chair stated that the choice was between fewer lots to accommodate larger homes, 
versus a greater number of lots to accommodate smaller homes. He added that the built 
square footage of the structures would achieve the same density, regardless of the number 
of lots created. 

7. 
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Arzina Hamir, 8480 Dayton Court, spoke in support of the proposed development and 
stated that in the neighbourhood, where she has resided since 1985, there are some 
troubling issues regarding affordability of homes. 

She advised that she liked: (i) the creative use of the lot; (ii) the smaller size of the 
proposed residences and the resulting size of green space; and (iii) trees on the site, 
although she wanted to see fruit trees included in the landscaping scheme. 

She stated that the neighbourhood has distinctive architecture, and expressed the hope that 
the applicant would design the proposed new residences to reflect the current architectural 
expression. 

She noted that the price for a home in her neighbourhood averaged $700,000, and that 
families with young children find it difficult to afford such homes, and that declining 
enrolment in the area's public school attests to the lack of new families moving into the 
area. 

Ms. Hamir said that there are traffic issues in the area, due to families having up to four 
cars each, creating busy traffic on a cui de sac that features 35 homes, and she asked if a 
speed bump could be added, especially at the end of the cuI de sac, where drivers are more 
likely to speed. 

The Chair advised that before the City commits to the placement of a speed bump, 
Transportation staff assesses the speed and volume of traffic at specific locations to 
ascertain if traffic calming is warranted. 

The Chair directed Mr. Jackson to pass Ms. Hamir's comment along to Transportation 
staff. 

Correspondence 

Ling Ho, address unknown (Schedule 1) 

Vivienne Ho, address unknown (Schedule 2) 

Tony Ho, address unknown (Schedule 3) 

In addressing the concerns expressed by the correspondents Mr. Jackson advised that: (i) 
the significant apron provided in the forecourt of the proposed development allows cars to 
drive forward, not back out, onto the cui de sac, thereby improving safety in the 
neighbourhood; and (ii) each residential unit's one bedroom secondary suite would 
measure approximately 800 square feet. 

Panel Discussion 

The Chair commented that the applicant had taken the time since presenting the earlier 
design iteration to the Panel in February 2011, to meet with the community and to 
participate in more dialogue regarding the proposal. 

He noted that the project design was significantly improved, and said he was pleased with 
the solutions for access, on-site parking, and manoeuvring vehicles from the hammerhead 
driveway design forward onto the cui de sac. 

8. 
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The Chair added that in tenus of the proposed size and character of the proposed houses, 
they were more in keeping with the character of the neighbourhood, than larger homes on 
fewer lots. 

Further comments from the Panel included support for: (i) the improved access and egress 
schemes; (ii) the lane would not be overpowered by the size of the proposed house; (iii) 
how the six proposed residences provide advantages, such as landscaping elements, that 
four larger residences may not provide; and (iv) the design's compatibility with the 
neighbourhood. 

The Chair requested that a Building Scheme for house design be registered at the time of 
subdivision, and that the applicant share design information with the neighbourhood. 

Panel Decision 

It was moved and seconded 
That: 

(1) a Development Permit be issued wlllcll wouM vary tile provisions of Richmond 
Zoning Bylaw 8500 to: 

(a) Vary tile minimum lot width from 12 m to 8.3 mfor proposed Lot 5; alld 

(b) Vary the minimum lot frontage from 6 m to 0.38 m for proposed Lot 4, to 
2.7 mfor proposed Lot 5 and to 0.60 mfor proposed Lot 6 

To permit subdivisioll of 8180 Ash Street into six (6) lots zoned "Sillgle Detached 
(RSIIB)" for the purpose of developillg affordable single:family dwellings; and 
til at 

(2) (a) a Buildillg Sclleme for house desigll be registered at time of subdivision; 
alld 

(b) the applicant undertake consultation with the neighbours ollce house 
designs have been developed further. 

CARRIED 

4. New Business 

3252873 

It was moved and seconded 
That tile Development Permit Panel meetillg tentatively sclleduled for Wedllesday, 
August 10, 2011 be cancelled, and that the lIext meeting of the Developmellt Permit 
Panel be telltatively scheduled to take place ill the Coullcil Chambers, Richmond City 
Hall, at 3:30 p.rn. on Wednesday, August 24, 2011. 

CARRIED 

9. 



Development Permit Panel 
Wednesday, July 27, 2011 

5. Date Of Next Meeting: Wednesday,August24,2011 

6. Adjournment 

It was moved and seconded 
Tltat tlte meeting be adjourned at 4:55 p.m. 

Joe Erceg 
Chair 

3252873 

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, July 27, 2011. 

Sheila Johnston 
Committee Clerk 

10. 



Schedule 1 to the Minutes of the 
Development Permit Panel 
meeting held on Wednesday, July 
27,2011. 

To City of Richmond and BC Housing, 

To Davalopment Permit Panel 
Date:Jif~efZ· d(}/! 
Item /I. 3 

R.:tj;~;g,~5 

I am happy that BC Housing is proposing 8180 Ash Street property to single family 
lots to create affordable homes for low to moderate income families, but I have many 
concerns. Below are concerns with the width of the access point of the 3 units at Dayton 
Court, 

1, All units will have secondary suites, therefore the 3 units that access to Dayton 
Court will be equivalent to 6 families and there will be a minimum of 10 to 12 cars 
backing up through that small access point every day. The visibility given for backing up 
through that small access point is not clear and it is dangerous to the people who live in 
that cul-de-sac. 

2. Kids like to bike around and play out door games in the cul-de-sac, in the area 
where the driveway of the 3 units would be located. Dayton Court residents and many 
other people around the neighborhoods take daily walks with their families and dogs in 
the cul-de-sac, With the extra 10 to 12 cars in and out of that small access point it is not 
safe for the kids to bike and play at that cul-de-sac anymore, 

3. BC housing maximized the lot to 6 units with secondary suits, but would provide 
extremely limited parking space for them. The people or tenants in that 3 units will not 
park their cars behind one another (on the drive way) to avoid having to move their cars 
for people who want to exit or park in the garage. Therefore, the tenants will park on the 
streets of Dayton Court but Dayton Court Residents are already over whelmed with 
numerous cars and little parking space supplied presently, and it is already a great 
problem for them, 

4, Because the 3 units have rental suites, their garages are more likely turn into 
storage rooms instead of parking space, Ultimately, they will park their cars on to 
Dayton Court which will create parking problems for the present Dayton Court residents. 

All the above concerns were brought up at the open house. We sincerely hope BC 
Housing and the City of Richmond will consider our concerns, 

Best regards, 

Ling Ho 



Schedule 2 to the Minutes of the 
Development Permit Panel 
meeting held on Wednesday, July 
27,2011. 

To City of Richmond and BC Housing, 

To Development Permit Panel 
Date: ~ly ;? /<.:(>0// 
Item II. 3 
Re:l.D.V /{)'-$f0?37S-

.?/80 456 5t:. 

Regarding the proposal to build on the 8180 Ash Street property from BC Housing, to 
build single family lots that would be affordable homes for low to moderate income families, I 
have many concerns. Below are concerns regarding the width of the access point of the 3 units 
facing Dayton Court. 

Firstly, all the units will have secondary suites, therefore the 3 units that access to 
Dayton Court will be equivalent to 6 families and there will be a minimum of 10 to 12 cars 
backing up tln'ough that small access point every day. The visibility given for backing up through 
that small access point is not clear and it is dangerous to the people who live in that cul-de-sac. 
Secondly, kids like to bike around and play out door games in the cul-de-sac, in the area where 
the driveway of the 3 units would be located. Dayton COUlt residents and many other people 
around the neighbomhoods take daily walks with their families and dogs in the cul-de-sac. With 
the extra 10 to 12 cars in and out of that small access point it is not safe for the kids to bike and 
play at that cul-de-sac anymore. Thirdly, BC housing maximized the lot to 6 units with 
secondary suits, but would provide extremely limited parking space for them. The people or 
tenants in that 3 units will not park their cars behind one another (on the drive way) to avoid 
having to move their cars for people who want to exit or park in the garage. Therefore, the 
tenants will park on the streets of Dayton Court but Dayton Court Residents are already over 
whelmed with numerous cars and little parking space supplied presently, and it is already a great 
problem for them. Lastly, because the 3 units have rental suites, their garages are more likely 
turn into storage rooms instead of parking space. Ultimately, they will park their cars on to 
Dayton Court which will create parking problems for the present Dayton COUlt residents. 

All the above concerns were brought up at the open house. We sincerely hope BC 
Housing and the City of Richmond will consider our concerns. 

Sincerely, 

Vivienne Ho 



Schedule 3 to the Minutes of the 
Development Permit Panel 

. meeting held on Wednesday, July 
27,2011. 

To City of Richmond and BC Housing, 

To Development Permit Penel 
Date: .:JLi I y,,:(' Z, 40// 
Itam#. ; 3 

Re:j/W/5?iA5i6 

I have many safety concerns regarding the property 8180 Ash Street, Richmond. 

The access points of the 3 units of propelty 8180 Ash Street that are on Dayton Court are 
an extreme danger hazard. First of all, the driveways/access points pose as a hazard because 
there are people, from not only the cul-de-sac but also the community, that take daily walks in 
that area. With the 10 to 12 extra cars (considering each unit will contain 2 or more families) 
driving in that area, the probability of a child, dog, adult, or senior of being injured by a car is 
significantly higher. Also, there is a very small area of paved sidewalk on Dayton Court. The 
public cannot walk, mn, or play on the sidewalk because of the lack of it, so the area where the 
access point is a necessity for those people to play, mn, or walk daily. In addition, the extra 10 to 
12 cars that could be parked in the cul-de-sac is a gigantic problem for the current residents of 
Dayton Comt. With the already limited amount of parking spaces provided, the current residents 
are stmggling to get a parking space. The garage and drive way that would be provided for the 3 
units and many families is not a realistic or ideal parking area of the families' cars. This is 
because it would be a pain for them to move and re-park their cars for the other cars to get out or 
in of their original parking space. Therefore is it clear that parking would be a problem for both 
the families of the 3 units and the current residents of Dayton Court. Inevitably, the amount of 
traffic that would be created by adding in the cars from the additional 3 units would cause a 
staggering increase in probability of car accidents involving other cars or pedestrians in the 
community. 

\ 

I hope you will take my concerns into consideration. 

Best Regards, 

TonyHo 



To: 

From: 

Re: 

City of Richmond 
Planning and Development Depattment 

Report to 
Development Permit Panel 

Development Permit Panel Date: July 28, 2011 

Brian J. Jackson, MCIP File: DP 09-498967 
Director of Development 

Application by OTO Development Ltd. for a Development Permit at 8080 and 
8100 Blundell Road 

Staff Recommendation 

That a Development Permit be issued which would: 

1. Permit the construction of eight (8) townhouse units at 8080 and 8100 Blundell Road on a 
site zoned Low Density Townhouses (RTL3); and 

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

a) reduce the minimum front yard setback from 6.0 m to 5.0 m for Building 1; and 

b) allow a total of eight (8) tandem parking spaces in four (4) of the eight (8) townhouse 
units. 

ackson, MCIP 
Director of Development 

BJJ:el 
Alt. 

3256988 



July 28, 2011 -2- DP 09-498967 

Staff Report 

Origin 

OTO Development Ltd. has applied to the City of Richmond for permission to develop eight (8) 
townhouse units at 8080 and 8100 Blundell Road. This site is being rezoned from Single 
Detached (RSIIE) to Low Density Townhouses (RTL3) for this project under Bylaw 8484 
(RZ 06-340471). The zoning district names have changed as the rezoning applications were 
submitted under the former Zoning & Development Bylaw No. 5300 to rezone the site from 
"Single-Family Housing District, Subdivision Area E (RilE)" to "Townhouse District (R2-0.6)". 

The site is currently vacant. There is no City standard Servicing Agreement required in 
association with this development proposal. Removal of the existing driveways on 
Blundell Road and re-instating continuity ofthe sidewalk will be achieved via Works Order at 
Building Permit stage. 

Development Information 

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

Background 

Development surrounding the subject site is as follows: 

To the north: Across Blundell Road, a four-storey apartment, on top of a single level parking 
structure, zoned Medium Density Low Rise Apartments (RAMI); 

To the east: An existing two-storey townhouse development zoned Low Density Townhouses 
(RTLl); 

To the south: Single-family houses fronting Lucerne Road, zoned Single Detached (RSIIE); 
and 

To the west: A three-storey apartment, on top of a single level parking structure, zoned 
Medium Density Low Rise Apartments (RAMI). 

Rezoning and Public Hearing Results 

During the rezoning process, staff identified the following design issues to be resolved at the 
Development Permit stage. The response to the issues follows in italics: 

• Landscaping opportunities including planting of replacement trees on site; 

The developer has agreed to plant 17 replacement trees on site. 

• Measures to protect bylaw-sized trees located on the adjacent property and have driplines 
(and root systems) encroach onto the subject development site; 

3256988 

Tree protection barriers will be installed on site prior to any construction activities 
occurring on-site. A Tree Preservation Plan is included in the landscape drawing (Plan 
#4). 
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• Opportunities to maximize permeable surface areas and articulate hard surface treatment; 

The lot coverage for permeable surface is approximately 37%. Various paving materials 
are used to differentiate the main drive aisle, unit entries, and amenity area. 

• Locations of garbage/recycling facilities and electrical room that are convenient and 
accessible for the future residents of the subject development and post minimum impact 
on adjacent parcels; 

The site layout has been redesigned and the garbage and recycling enclosure is proposed 
at the back of Building 2, located within the permitted building envelope, and is setback 
6.7 mji'om the rear property line. 

• Enhancement of the outdoor amenity area to maximize use; 

The outdoor amenity space is proposed at the southwest corner of the site for maximum 
sun exposure. Vehicle manoeuvring area at the back of Building 1 is designed to 
integrate with the outdoor amenity area to enlarge the area for outdoor recreational 
activities. 

• Building siting, massing and opportnnities to step the front building down to 2\1., storey 
along the entrance drive aisle; 

The development scheme has been redesigned and two (2) 3-storey buildings are 
proposed. All end units(north & south) are stepped down to a 2 storey massing, 
including the units fronting Blundell Road. 

• Opportunities to incorporate additional window openings on exposed elevations, 
particularly adjacent to side yard; 

The development scheme has been revised with strategic window placement that allows 
for light into each of the units while providing eyes on the street, internal drive aisle, 
visitor parking, and outdoor amenity space for security and safety. 

• Refinement of bnilding elevations and cladding materials; and 

Visual interest and variety has been achieved with variation in building height, 
projections, recesses, variation in material combinations, and a range of colour finishes. 
The exterior material is of high quality with heavy timber and stone at the base to ground 
the buildings and to add new elements to the architectural articulation. 

• Options for universal accessibility. 

One (1) convertible unit is proposed. Accessibility features that allow for aging in place 
have been incorporated into all units in this development. 

The Public Hearing for the rezoning of this site was held on May 19,2009. The following 
concerns were expressed during the Public Hearing. The response to the concern is provided in 
italics. 

1. Concern associated with the density proposed. 
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The proposed zoning (RTL3 with a maximum density of 0.6 FAR) complies with the site's 
"Low-Density Residential " land use designation in the Official Community Plan (OCP). 
The subject site is within an area identified by the Arterial Road Redevelopment Policy 
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that includes provisions for the consideration of multiple-jamily development within 
proximity to a Neighbourhood Service Centre andlor a City Community Centre. 

2. Concern associated with the additional vehicle traffic anticipated in association with the 
proposal. 

Trafflc generatedfrom this proposed 8-unit townhouse development is considered to be 
minimal and therefore it will not pose any significant trafflc impacts on Blundell Road, 
which has sufficient road capacity to accommodate the site-generated trafflc. The 
proposed development will result in consolidation of two existing driveways at 8080 and 
8100 Blundell Road into one common driveway, which will provide adequate separation 
from the existing driveway at 8040 Blundell Roadfor safe site access. 

3. Concern that the proposed townhouse development would reduce privacy and destroy the 
quiet and peaceful environment the residents at the adjacent apartment building to the 
west currently enjoy. 

The developer has made an effort to save as many trees on site as possible but two (2) 
separate arborist reports have indicated that the nature of the existing trees on site are 
not only in distress, but also in poor health. The proposed tree replacement and a new 
line of Cedar hedge will in time create a much more lush and healthier environmentfor 
the surrounding neighbours. In addition, the existing dilapidatedfence will be replaced 
with a new cedar fence that will provide privacy and security, once completed 

Staff Comments 

The proposed scheme attached to this report has satisfactorily addressed the significant urban 
design issues and other staffcornrnents 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 (RTL3) zone except for the zoning variances noted below. 

Zoning ComplianceNariances (staff comments in bold) 

The applicant requests to vary the provisions of Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500 to: 

1) Reduce the minimum front yard setback from 6.0 m to 5.0 m for Building 1. 

(Staff SliP ports the proposed variance, as the variance is a result of a dedication of landfor 
future road widening on Blundell Road. The variance permits Building 1 10 move forward 
on the site and allows for a greater rear setback to provide a better transition between the 
proposed development and the adjacent single-jamily homes as well as a larger outdoor 
amenity space at the southwest corner of the site.) 

2) Allow eight (8) tandem parking spaces in four (4) of the eight (8) townhouse units. 

(Staff supports the proposed tandem parking arrangement on tlte basis that the landem 
parking arrangement is generally accepted in small developments to re(/uce the site 
coverage. A restrictive covenant 10 prohibit the conversion of the garage area into 
habitable space will be required as a condition of the Development Permit.) 

3256988 
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Advisory Design Panel Comments 

The subject application was not presented to the Advisory Design Panel on the basis that the 
project generally met all the applicable Development Permit Guidelines, and the overall design 
and site plan adequately addressed staff comments. 

Analysis 

Conditions of Adjacency 

• The proposed height, siting and orientation of the buildings respect the massing of the 
existing residential developments adjacent to the site. 

• The three-storey units proposed on-site are centrally located, end units fronting the street and 
located adjacent to the neighbouring single-family houses to the south have been stepped 
down to two (2) storeys. 

o The proposed rear yard setback of6.7 m exceeds the requirements of the RTL3 zone (3.0 m) 
and of the guidelines in the Arterial Road Redevelopment Policy (4.5 m for 2 storey 
townhouse interface with single-family housing). 

• The proposed side yard setbacks of3.0 m comply with the requirements of the RTL3 zone 
(3.0 m) and correspond to the existing side yard setback provided on the adjacent townhouse 
development to the east. 

o New trees are to be planted along the east and west property lines to provide natural privacy 
screens between the proposed developme.nt and the existing adjacent residential 
developments. 

Urban Design and Site Planning 

o The layout of the townhouse units is organized along one (l) short north-south drive aisle 
providing access to the site and access to all unit garages from Blundell Road. 

o On-site truck turning is accommodated by the proposed drive aisle arrangement at the 
southern edge of the site. 

o All units have two (2) vehicle parking spaces. A total of 18 parking spaces are provided, 
including two (2) visitor stalls at the southeast corner of the site. Tandem parking spaces are 
proposed in four (4) ofthe eight (8) units. A Restrictive Covenant prohibiting the conversion 
of tandem parking area into habitable area is required. 

o Outdoor amenity space is provided in accordance with the OCP and is designed to promote 
both active and passive use. The outdoor amenity is proposed at the southwest corner ofthe 
site. Children's play equipment is proposed adjacent to an outdoor bench; this arrangement, 
in addition to windows on the south elevation of Building I, provide the opportunity for 
passive surveillance of the outdoor amenity area. 

o The amenity has been designed for convenience, safety and accessibility for building 
occupants and the use of grasspave pavers over a portion of the on-site truck turning area 
provides both physical and visual extensions of the amenity area. 

Architectural Form and Character 

o The building forms are well articulated. The pedestrian residential streetscape along 
Blundell Road is enhanced by a mix of gable roofs as well as the direct accesses to the street 
facing units from the street/public sidewalk. 
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• A pedestrian scale is achieved along the internal drive aisle with the inclusion of varying 
building height, projections, recesses, varying material combinations, a range of colour 
finishes, and well defined individual unit entdes. 

• The proposed building materials (asphalt roof shingles, wood fascia, Hardie-Plank siding, 
Hardie-Panel, and culture stone) are generally consistent with the Official Community Plan 
(OCP) Guidelines and compatible with both the existing single-family character of the 
neighbourhood and multi-family character along Blundell Road. Visual interest is achieved 
by the use of contrasting colours on sidings and trims. 

• One (I) convertible unit has been incorporated into the design. Alternate floor plan 
demonstrating simple conversion potential to accommodate a person in a wheelchair is 
provided. 

• Accessibility features that allow for aging in place have been incorporated into this 
development (i.e., blocking in all bathrooms for grab-bars, level handle for all doors, and 
lever faucet in all bathrooms and powder rooms). 

Tree Preservation 

• All 26 bylaw-sized trees noted on-site were identified for removal at Rezoning stage due to 
general poor condition and proposed change in site grade. 

• Tree retention was revisited as part of the Development Permit review process. Three (3) 
bylaw-sized trees along the south property are proposed for retention. 

• The developer has also agreed to protect seven (7) trees located on the adjacent property to 
the south (809 I Lucerne Road) and two (2) trees on the adjacent property to the west (8040 
Blundell Road). 

• Although a retaining wall is proposed along the south propelty line, the project arborist has 
stated that the potential damage to the protect trees will not typically result in long term 
harm, assuming the work is completed with care. As a condition to Development Permit 
issuance, a contract with a Certified Arborjst to monitor all works to be done near or within 
all tree protection zones must be submitted. 

• After the rezoning application for the development proposal achieved Third Reading, a Tree 
Permit was issued to allow for the removal of 23 bylaw-sized trees on-site due to impeding of 
building demolition. 46 replacement trees are required. 

• The applicant is proposing to plant 17 replacement trees on-site and provide cash-in-lieu in 
the amount of $14,500 for off-site planting ofthe balance of the replacement trees (29 trees) 
prior to issuance ofthe Development Permit. 

L(mdscape Design and Open Space Design 
• Two (2) conifer and 15 deciduous trees are proposed on-site; hedges, an assOltment of shrubs 

and ground covers, and perennials and grasses have been selected to ensure the landscape 
treatment remains interesting throughout the year. 

• A low metal fence, punctuated by masonry columns at individual gate entrances, will be 
introduced to demarcate private space and individual grade level unit entrances along the 
street frontage. 

• Fence along the street frontage is setback from the property line to allow for a landscaped 
area between the fence and the edge of the public sidewalk. 

3216988 
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• Three (3) sets of children's play equipments designed for solo playas well as cooperative 
activities are proposed in the outdoor amenity area. 

• A bench is proposed adjacent to the children's play area to create an opportunity for passive 
surveillance of the outdoor amenity area. 

• Indoor amenity space is not proposed on-site. A $8,000 cash-in-lieu contribution has been 
secured as a condition of rezoning approval. 

Crime Prevention Through Environmental Design 

• The site plan and individual unit design create opportunity for passive surveillance of both of 
the street frontage, outdoor amenity space, and internal drive aisle. 

• Individual unit entrances are visible from either the public street or the internal drive aisle. 

• Low planting is proposed along edges of buildings to keep the entry area open and visible. 

• The internal drive aisle as well as the outdoor amenity space will be well lit. 

Sustainability 

• Low Emissivity (Low E) windows as well as siding, board and batten, wood fascia, and 
metal flashing materials with low Volatile Organic Compound (VOC) contents are specified. 

• Native planting materials are incorporated into the landscaping design to reduce water 
consumption, and maintenance as well as to provide food sources for birds and wildlife. 

• Vaulted living area in the end units and larger window designs allow more natural light and 
better ventilation to enter into the interior space and add value to the inhabitant's quality of 
life. 

Conclusions 

The applicant has satisfactorily addressed staff's comments regarding conditions of adjacency, 
site planning and urban design, architectural form and character, and landscape design. The 
applicant has presented a development that fits into the existing context. Therefore, staff 
recommend support of this Development Permit application. 

----------Edwin Lee 
Planning Technician - Design 
(604-276-4121) 

EL:rg 

The following are to be met prior to forwarding this application to Council for approvah 

• Registration of a covenant prohibiting the conversion of parking area into habitable space; 

• Submission of a Contract entered into between the applicant and a Celiified Arborist for supel"Vision 
of anyon-site works conducted within the tree protection zone of trees to be retained on site and on 
adjacent propeliies. The Contract should include the scope of work to be undertaken, including: the 
proposed number of site monitoring inspections, and a provision for the Arborist to submit a post­
construction assessment repOli to the City for review. 
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• City acceptance of the developer's offer to voluntarily contribute $14,500 to the City's Tree 
Compensation Fund for the planting of29 replacement trees within the City; and 

• Receipt of a Letter-of-Credit for landscaping in the amount of $32,294.52 (based on total floor area of 
16,147.26 ft2) . 

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

• Removal of the existing sidewalk crossings and reinstatement of the side walk through a City Work 
Order at developer's cost. 

• Incorporation of accessibility measures in Building Pelmit (BP) plans as determined via the rezoning 
and/or Development Permit processes. 

• 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, 01' any pall 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. 
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City of Richmond 
6911 No.3 Road 
Richmond, BC V6Y 2Cl 
www.richmond.ca 
604-276-4000 

Development Application 
Data Sheet 

Development Applications Division 

DP 09-498967 Attachment 1 

Address: 8080 and 8100 Blundell Road 

Applicant: OTO Development Ltd. Owner: OTO Development Ltd. 

Planning Area(s): _B=-r:...:o:.::a:.::;d:..:.m:.::o..::o,-r __________________________ _ 

Floor Area Gross: 926.64 m2 (9,974.60 fl2) Floor Area Net: 1,500.08 m2 (16, 147.26f12
) 

Existing I Proposed 

Site Area: 1,578.5 m2 (16,991 .39 ft') 1,552.6 m' (16,712 ft') 

Land Uses: Single-Family Residential Multiple-Family Residential 

OCP Designation: Low-Density Residential No Change 

Zoning: Single Detached (RS1/E) 
Low Density Townhouses 
(RTL3) 

Number of Units: 2 8 

I Bylaw Requirement I Proposed I Variance 

Floor Area Ratio: Max. 0.6 0.596 none permitted 

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

Lot Coverage - Non-porous Surfaces Max. 65% 63.17% none 

Lot Coverage - Landscaping: Min. 25% 30.46% none 

Setback - Front Yard (m): Min. 6 m 
Building 1 - 5.0 m variance 
Building 2 - 6.0 m requested 

Setback - Side Yard (East) (m) : Min. 3 m 3.0 m none 

Setback - Side Yard (West) (m) : Min. 3 m 3.0 m none 

Setback -Rear Yard (m): Min. 3 m 6.7 m none 

Height (m): 12.0 m (3 storeys) 10.97 m none 

Lot Size (min. dimensions): 
min. 30 m wide min. 38.06 wide none 

x 35 m deep x41.5 m deep 
Off-street Parking Spaces - Regular 

2 (R) and 0.2 (V) per unit 2 (R) and 0.25 (V) per unit none 
JR) I Visitor (V): 

Off-street Parking Spaces - Total : 18 18 none 

Tandem Parking Spaces: not permitted 8 
variance 

requested 
Off-street Parking Spaces -

0 1 none 
Accessible 
Bicycle Parking Spaces - Class 1 I 1.25 (Class 1) and 0.2 1.25 (Class 1) and 0.2 

none 
Class 2: (Class 2) per unit (Class 2) per unit 
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Bicycle Parking Spaces - Total: 10 (Class 1) and 2 (Class 2) 10 (Class 1) and 2 (Class 2) none 

Amenity Space - Indoor: Min. 70 m2 or Cash-in-lieu $8,000 cash-in-lieu none 

Amenity Space - Outdoor: Min. 6 m2 x 8 units = 48 m2 89.43 m2 none 

)2S6988 



City of Richmond 
Planning and Development Department 

To the Holder: 

Property Address: 

Address: 

OTO DEVELOPMENT LTD. 

8080 AND 8100 BLUNDELL ROAD 

C/O CHRIS CHUNG 
CMTC ARCHITECT INC. 
3440 EAST GEORGIA STREET 
VANCOUVER, BC V6X 4K1 

Development Permit 

No. DP 09-498967 

1. This Development 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. 

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. The "Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500" is hereby varied to: 

a) reduce the minimum front yard setback from 6.0 m to 5.0 m for Building 1; and 

b) allow a total of eight (8) tandem parking spaces in four (4) of the eight (8) townhouse 
units. 

4. Subject to Section 692 of the Local Government Act, R.S.B.C. : buildings and structures; 
off-street parking and loading facilities; roads and parking areas; and landscaping and 
screening shall be constructed generally in accordance with Plans #1 to #4 attached hereto. 

5. Sanitary sewers, water, drainage, highways, street lighting, underground wiring, and 
sidewalks, shall be provided as required. 

6. As a condition of the issuance of this Permit, the City is holding the security in the amount of 
$32,294.52. 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 ifthe security is returned. The condition ofthe 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. 

7. 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. 
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Development Permit 

To the Holder: 

Property Address: 

Address: 

OTO DEVELOPMENT LTD. 

8080 AND 8100 BLUNDELL ROAD 

C/O CHRIS CHUNG 
CMTC ARCHITECT INC. 
3440 EAST GEORGIA STREET 
VANCOUVER, BC V6X 4K1 

No. DP 09-498967 

8. 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. 
DAY OF 

DELIVERED THIS DAY OF 

MAYOR 
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ISSUED BY THE COUNCIL THE 
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To: 

From: 

City of Richmond 
Planning and Development Depa.tment 

Development Permit Panel 

Brian J. Jackson, MCIP 
Director of Development 

Report to 
Development Permit Panel 

Date: 

File: 

August 10, 2011 

DV11-581634 

Re: Application by eTA Design Group for a Development Variance Permit at 11120 
Silversmith Place 

Staff Recommendation 

That a Development Variance Permit be issued which would vary the maximum building height 
of a building within the Industrial Business Park (IB 1) zone: 

a) From 12 m to 19.812 m to accommodate the widening of an existing polyfilm fabrication 
tower; and 

b) From 12 m to 30 m to accommodate the construction of a new polyfilm fabrication 
tower. 

Brian . Jackson, MCIP 
Director of Development 

BJJ:dcb 
At!. 2 

3288463 
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Staff Report 

Origin 

CTA Design Group has applied to the City of Richmond for a Development Variance Permit to 
vary the maximum building height of a building within the Industrial Business Park (IB I) zone: 

a) From 12 m to 19.812 m to accommodate the widening of an existing polyfilm fabrication 
tower also at 11120 Silversmith Place; and 

b) From 12 m to 30 m to accommodate the construction of a new polyfilm fabrication tower 
at 11120 Silversmith Place. 

LPL Properties Ltd. (Layfield Plastics) is the current owner of the subject property and operates 
a production facility for the manufacturing of plastics. 

Development Information 

In 2003, Council approved a development variance (DV 03-251026) increasing the maximum 
building height from 12.0 m to 19.812 m to accommodate an equipment tower on a portion of 
the building. The first variance included in this application is intended to accommodate a slight 
widening and squaring off ofthis existing, previously approved tower. The existing tower is 
proposed to be widened by approximately 7.04m deep by 12.55m wide up to the height of the 
current tower. The addition will be finished with blue metal cladding to match the existing tower 
finish. 

The second variance request relates to LPL Properties expansion plans. LPL is proposing to 
remove an existing on-site rail spur along the west side of their existing building to expand their 
existing building by approximately 496 m2 (5,340 ft2) . The base building addition will be 
approximately 36.6 m wide, 12.2 m deep and 8.3 m high. The height of the base will match the 
height of the e"isting building. The new equipment tower will be situated oveliop the expanded 
building base and will be approximately 18.3 m wide and 12.2 m deep. The height of the tower 
as measured from the slab elevation will be approximately 30m. 

The proposed new tower will be approximately 10.2 metres taller than the first tower as a result 
of the new products to be fabricated at this plant. The tower enclosure will have a pre-finished 
metal cladding coloured blue to match the existing equipment tower that was approved in 2003. 
The lower building expansion will utilize new concrete tilt panels to match the existing building. 

As noted earlier, the new tower will be used in the fabrication of poly film. The applicant's 
submission doclU11ents indicate that "the fabrication process is veliical to allow for cooling ofthe 
film and the height is necessary for the larger and thicker films which are now planned for 
fabrication at this facility". 

The subject propeliy lies within the area zoned as Industrial Business Park south of Steveston 
Highway and east of Shell Road. The site is appropriately zoned and the use is consistent with 
the adjacent industrial business park users. 

Please refer to attached Development Application Data Sheet (Attachment 1) for a comparison 
of the proposed development data with the relevant Bylaw requirements. A site plan and 
elevations are provided in Attachment 2. 

3288463 
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Background 

- 3 -

Development surrounding the subject site is as follows: 

DVll-581634 

To the north, south and east; medium to large sized general industrial lots all zoned "Industrial 
Business Park (lBI)". An Air Care inspection facility is located to the north. To the south are 
industrial uses operating out of ware housel distribution facilities with offices as an accessory use. 

To the west, Shell Road and the Shell Road rail corridor. West of Shell Road are large lots 
zoned Agriculture (AG I) all of which lie within the Agricultural Land Reserve. 

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 Variance Permit application. In addition, it complies with the intent of the 
applicable sections of the Official Community Plan and is generally in compliance with the 
Industrial Business Park (lB I) zoning schedule except for the zoning variance noted below. 

Zoning ComplianceNariances (staff comments in bold) 

The applicant requests to vary the provisions of Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500 to increase the 
maximum allowable height of a building within the Industrial Business Park (IB 1) zone: 

a) From 12 m to 19.812 m to accommodate the widening of an existing polyfilm fabrication 
tower also at 11120 Silversmith Place; and 

b) From 12 m to 30 m to accommodate the construction of a new polyfilm fabrication tower 
at J J J 20 Silversmith Place. 

(Staff supports the proposed variances as this is a purpose built expansion which allows the 
existing business to {liversijy their operation rather thall having to relocate to a new site. The 
widening and squaring off of tile existing tower is a relatively small addition and wil/liot 
result ill a significant physical change in the appearance of the building. The height of the 
new tower is ILOt impacted by aircl'llft height restrictions and is not expected to significantly 
affect tile view lines from the neighbouring businesses. Tile additions to the existing operation 
have been appropriately designed to match / correspond to tile existing bllilding and tower's 
features. The proposed tower heigllt alUl dimension provide interest to the streetscape and are 
cOl/sidered appropriate in relationship to tile scale of buildings/structures aroulUl it.} 

Analysis 

Flood Covenant on Title 
A flood covenant exists on title requiring that the underside of the floor system or top of the 
concrete slab within any building used for Light Industrial purposes be at, or above, 2.1 9m GSC. 
The applicant has advised that the proposed slab elevation will meet this requirement. The 
City'S current Flood Construction Level (FCL) at this site is 2.9m GSC but as the size of the 
proposed addition is less than 25% of the existing building floorspace the current FCL 
requirements are not triggered and the existing covenant will prevail. 

Provincial Environmental Mallagement Act - Site Contamination 
As a result of the site profile submission, the Provincial Ministry of Environment (BCMOE) has 
advised that there is an outstanding requirement for a preliminary site investigation for the 
subject site. 

3288463 
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The applicant has been in touch with the BCMOE and the Province has subsequently provided a 
release to the City under section 946.2(2)(b)) allowing the City to approve development and 
development variance permits for the subject property. 

Conditions of Adjacency 
• The majority of uses around the subject property consist primarily of similar light industrial 

facilities and related offices. The proposed tower will be located at the rear (west side) of the 
existing building rather than adjacent to neighbouring lots to the north or south. The 
agricultural properties are approximately SOm to the west with Shell Road, a canal and the 
rail corridor between these uses. 

Site ami Lafldscape Planning 
• The location of the proposed tower is influenced by the internal layout needed in the 

fabrication process. 
• The applicant has made adjustments to the site's parking arrangements to respond to 

Transportation staffs request for a 7.5 m wide drive aisle. Several parking stalls have been 
reoriented to accommodate the wider aisle. 

• The applicant has also added an external bike rack and has indicated that required internal 
bike stalls can be accommodated. 

• Both parking and loading stall requirements conform to the City's Zoning Bylaw. 

Architectural Form and Character 
• The tower enclosure will have a 'pre-finished metal cladding coloured blue to matcb the 

existing equipment tower that was approved in 2003. The lower building expansion will 
utilize new concrete tilt panels to match the existing building. 

Conclusions 

Staff have reviewed the technical issues related to the proposed building expansion and 
associated equipment tower additions to the LPL Properties Ltd. site and are recommending 
support for the requested height variances. 

David Brownlee 
Plalmer 2 

DCB:rg 

The following are to be met prior to forwarding this application to Council for approval: 

Prior to future Building Permit issuance, the developer is required to complete the following: 
• 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, 
01' occupy the air space above a street or any part thereof, additional City approvals and associated rees may be 
required as part of the Building Permit. Forjil/'/her in/ormation on the Building Permit. please contacl 
Building Approvals Division at 604-276-4285. 

• Submission ofa construction traffic and parking management plan to the satisfaction of the City's 
Transportation Division (http://www.riciunond.ca/servicesittp/special.l1tm). 

3288463 



City of Richmond 
6911 No.3 Road 
Richmond, BC V6Y 2CI 
www.richmond.ca 
604-276-4000 

Development Application 
Data Sheet 

Development Applications Division 

DV11-581634 Attachment 1 

Address: 11120 Silversmith Place 

Applicant: CTA Design Group 
LPL Properties Ltd. (Layfield 

Owner: Plastics) 

Planning Area(s): _S=.:;he=.oI"'lm""o:..:.n:..:.t ___ _ ___ _ ____ _____ ____ ______ _ 

Floor Area Gross: 4,159 m2 after expansion 

I Existing I Proposed 

Site Area: 7,357 m2 same 

land Uses: General Industrial same 

OCP Designation: Business and Industry same 

Zoning: Industrial Business Park (IB1) same 

On Future Subdivided Lots I Bylaw Requirement I Proposed I Variance 

Floor Area Ratio: 1.0 0.565 none permitted 

Lot Coverage: Max. 60% 56.5% 

Setback - Front and exterior side 
Min. 3.0 m conforms yard: 

Setback - Rear and interior side 
Min. 0 m conforms yard: 

variance to 
accommodate 

Height (m) (existing tower): Max. 12 m 19.812 m 
widening of 

eXisting 
equipment tower 

enclosure 
variance for a 

Height (m) (new tower) : Max. 12 m 30m new equipment 
tower enclosure 

Lot Size: none conforms 

Total off-street Spaces: 42 42 

Loading Spaces 2 medium and 2 large 4 large spaces 

Bicycle Spaces 
Class 1: 11 Class 1: 11 
Class 2: 11 Class 2: 11 

3288463 
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City of Richmond 
Planning and Development Depaltment Development Variance Perm it 

No. DV11-581634 

To the Holder: CTA DESIGN GROUP 

Property Address: 

Address: 

SUITE 101-925 WEST 8TH AVE, VANCOUVER, B.C. V5Z 1E4 

11120 SILVERSMITH PLACE 

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

2. This Development Variance 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. The "Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500" is hereby varied as follows: 

a) The dimension and siting of buildings and structures on the land shall be as shown on 
Plan #1 attached hereto. 

b) The siting of off-street parking and loading facilities shall be as shown on Plan #1 
attached hereto. 

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

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. 

This Permit is not a Building Permit. 

AUTHORIZING RESOLUTION NO. 
DAY OF 

DELIVERED THIS DAY OF 

MAYOR 

3288463 

ISSUED BY THE COUNCIL THE 
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