&4 Richmond Agenda

Planning Committee

Anderson Room, City Hall
6911 No. 3 Road

Tuesday, October 22, 2013
4:00 p.m.

Pg. # ITEM

MINUTES

PLN-7 Motion to adopt the minutes of the meeting of the Planning Committee held
on Tuesday, October 8, 2013.

NEXT COMMITTEE MEETING DATE

Tuesday, November 5, 2013, (tentative date) at 4:00 p.m. in the Anderson
Room

PLANNING & DEVELOPMENT DEPARTMENT

1. BRIDGEPORT AREA PLAN AMENDMENT BYLAW 9024 -

MCKESSOCK NEIGHBOURHOOD
(File Ref. No. 12-8060-20-9024; 08-4045-20-12) (REDMS No. 3819194)

PLN-25 See Page PL N-25 for full report
Designated Speaker: Wayne Craig

PLN -1
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Planning Committee Agenda — Tuesday, October 22, 2013

Pg. #

PLN-53

ITEM

STAFF RECOMMENDATION

(1) That Richmond Official Community Plan (OCP) Bylaw 7100,
Amendment Bylaw 9024, to amend the Bridgeport Area Plan
(Schedule 2.12) with respect to the land use designations in the
McKessock Neighbourhood, be introduced and given first reading;

(2) That Bylaw 9024, having been considered in conjunction with:
(@) The City’s Financial Plan and Capital Program; and

(b) The Metro Vancouver Regional District Solid Waste and Liquid
Waste Management Plans;

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

(3) That Bylaw 9024, having been considered in accordance with OCP
Bylaw Preparation Consultation Policy 5043, be referred to the:

(@ Vancouver International Airport Authority for formal comment;
and

(b) Board of Education School District No. 38 (Richmond) for
information

on or before the Public Hearing on November 18, 2013; and

(4) That the Public Hearing notification area be extended to that area
shown on the first page of Attachment 2.

APPLICATION BY RAV BAINS FOR REZONING AT 6580 FRANCIS
ROAD FROM SINGLE DETACHED (RS1/E) TO SINGLE

DETACHED (RS2/C)
(File Ref. No. 12-8060-20-9061; RZ 13-639817) (REDMS No. 3995085)

See Page PLIN-53 for full report.

Designated Speaker: Wayne Craig

STAFF RECOMMENDATION

That Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500, Amendment Bylaw 9061, for the
rezoning of 6580 Francis Road from “Single Detached (RS1/E)” to “Single
Detached (RS2/C)”, be introduced and given first reading.
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Planning Committee Agenda — Tuesday, October 22, 2013

Pg. #

PLN-68

ITEM

3. APPLICATION BY KASIAN ARCHITECTURE INTERIOR DESIGN
AND PLANNING FOR REZONING AT 5580 AND 5600 PARKWOOD
WAY FROM "INDUSTRIAL BUSINESS PARK (IB1)" TO "VEHICLE

SALES (CV)"
(File Ref. No. 12-8060-20-9052/9053/9054; RZ 12-626430) (REDMS No. 3896084)

See Page PLN-68 for full report

Designated Speaker: Wayne Craig

STAFF RECOMMENDATION

(1)

@)

3)

(4)

(5)

That Richmond Official Community Plan Bylaw 9000, Amendment
Bylaw 9052, to amend the City of Richmond 2041 Land Use Map
(Schedule 1) to redesignate 5580 and 5600 Parkwood Way from
"Mixed Employment™ to ""Commercial’, be introduced and given
first reading;

That Richmond Official Community Plan Bylaw 7100, Amendment
Bylaw 9053, to amend Schedule 2.11B - the East Cambie Area Plan
to redesignate 5580 and 5600 Parkwood Way from *‘Industrial’* to
""Commercial™ in the Land Use Map, be introduced and given first
reading;

That Bylaws 9052 and 9053, having been considered in conjunction
with:

(a) the City’s Financial Plan and Capital Program;

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

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

That Bylaws 9052 and 9053, having been considered in accordance
with OCP Bylaw Preparation Consultation Policy 5043, are hereby
deemed not to require further consultation; and

That Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500, Amendment Bylaw 9054, for the
rezoning of 5580 and 5600 Parkwood Way from "Industrial Business
Park (IB1)" to ""Vehicle Sales (CV)", be introduced and given first
reading.
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Planning Committee Agenda — Tuesday, October 22, 2013

Pg. #

PLN-92

PLN-116

ITEM

APPLICATION BY THE CITY OF RICHMOND FOR A HERITAGE

ALTERATION PERMIT AT 3811 MONCTON STREET
(File Ref. No. 12-8060-20-5560; HA 13-636133) (REDMS No. 3890929)

See Page PLN-92 for full report

Designated Speaker: Wayne Craig

STAFF RECOMMENDATION
That a Heritage Alteration Permit be issued which would:

(1) Permit the installation of two (2) facia signs on the Steveston
Museum at 3811 Moncton Street in Steveston; and

(2)  Vary the provisions of Richmond Sign Regulation Bylaw 5560 to:

(a) allow a facia sign to extend above the top of the wall to which it
is affixed; and

(b) reduce the minimum clearance between the underside of a
hanging sign and the ground from 2.4 m to 2.19 m.

APPLICATION BY INTERFACE ARCHITECTURE INC. FOR
REZONING AT 4991 NO. 5 ROAD FROM SCHOOL &
INSTITUTIONAL USE (SI) TO MEDIUM DENSITY TOWNHOUSES

(RTM2)
(File Ref. No. 12-8060-20-8947/8948/8986; RZ 11-593406) (REDMS No. 3980319 v.2)

See Page PLN-116 for full report

Designated Speaker: Wayne Craig

STAFF RECOMMENDATION

(1) That Official Community Plan Amendment Bylaw 8947, to
redesignate 4991 No. 5 Road from *Commercial™ to
""Neighbourhood Residential™ in Attachment 1 to Schedule 1 of
Official Community Plan Bylaw 9000 (City of Richmond 2041 OCP
Land Use Map), be introduced and given first reading;

(2) That Official Community Plan Amendment Bylaw 8948, to
redesignate 4991 No. 5 Road from *School/Park Institutional™ to
"Residential™ in Schedule 2.11B of Official Community Plan Bylaw
7100 (East Cambie Area Plan Land Use Map), be introduced and
given first reading;

(3) That Bylaws 8947 and 8948, having been considered in conjunction
with:
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Planning Committee Agenda — Tuesday, October 22, 2013

Pg. #

PLN-192

ITEM

(@) The City’s Financial Plan and Capital Program; and

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

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

(4) That Bylaws 8947 and 8948, having been considered in accordance
with OCP Bylaw Preparation Consultation Policy 5043, is hereby
deemed not to require further consultation; and

(5) That Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500, Amendment Bylaw 8986, for the
rezoning of 4991 No. 5 Road from "'School & Institutional Use (SI)"
to ""Medium Density Townhouses (RTM2)", be introduced and given
first reading.

APPLICATION BY JORDAN KUTEV ARCHITECTS INC. FOR
REZONING AT 22691 AND 22711 WESTMINSTER HIGHWAY
FROM SINGLE DETACHED (RS1/F) TO TOWN HOUSING -

HAMILTON (ZT11)
(File Ref. No. 12-8060-20-9064; RZ 11-590130) (REDMS No. 3998291)

See Page PLN-192 for full report

Designated Speaker: Wayne Craig

STAFF RECOMMENDATION

That Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500, Amendment Bylaw 9064, for the
rezoning of 22691 and 22711 Westminster Highway from “Single Detached
(RS1/F)” to “Town Housing - Hamilton (ZT11)”, be introduced and given
first reading.

MANAGER’S REPORT

ADJOURNMENT

PLN -5
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o

4 City of
Richmond Minutes
Planning Committee
Date: Tuesday, October 8, 2013
Place: Anderson Room
Richmond City Hall
Present: Councillor Bill McNulty, Chair

Councillor Evelina Halsey-Brandt
Councillor Chak Au

Councillor Linda Barnes
Councillor Harold Steves

Mayor Malcolm Brodie

Also Present; Councillor Linda McPhail

Call to Order: The Chair called the meeting to order at 4:00 p.m.

MINUTES

[t was moved and seconded
That the minutes of the meeting of the Planning Commiffee held on
Tuesday, September 17, 2013, be adopted as circulated.

CARRIED

NEXT COMMITTEE MEETING DATE

Tuesday, October 22, 2013, (tentative date) at 4:00 p.m. in the Anderson
Room

COMMUNITY SERVICES DEPARTMENT

1. HOUSING AGREEMENT BYLAW NO. 8862 TO PERMIT THE CITY
OF RICHMOND TO SECURE AFFORDABLE HOUSING UNITS

LOCATED AT 9500 CAMBIE ROAD (0890784 BC LTD.)
(File Ref. No. 12-8060-20-8862) (REDMS No. 3967284)

1008121 PLN -7



Planning Committee
Tuesday, October 8, 2013

It was moved and seconded

That Housing Agreement (9500 Cambie Road) Bylaw No. 8862 be
introduced and given first, second, und third readings to permit the City,
once Bylaw No. 8862 has been adopted, to enter into a Housing Agreement
substantially in the jform attached hereto, in accordance with the
requirements of s. 905 of the Local Government Acl, to secure fhe
Affordable Housing Units required as a condifion of Rezoning Application
No. 10-557519.

CARRIED

PLANNING & DEVELOPMENT DEPARTMENT

APPLICATION BY FIRST RICHMOND NORTH SHOPPING
CENTRES LTD. FOR REZONING AT 4660,4680,4700, 4720, 4740
GARDEN CITY ROAD AND 9040, 9060, 9080, 9180, 9200, 9260, 9280,
9320, 9340, 9360, 9400, 9420, 9440, 9480, 9500 ALEXANDRA ROAD
FROM "SINGLE DETACHED ((RSI/F)"" TO "NEIGHBOURHOOD
COMMERCIAL (Z2C32) - WEST CAMBIE AREA" AND "SCHOOL &

INSTITUTIONAL (SD)"
(File Ref. No. 12-8060-20-8864/8865/8973, RZ 10-528877) (REDMS No. 3979427 v.6)

Wayne Craig, Director, Development, advised that in response to the
September 17, 2013 referral, staff have met with the applicant to discuss
revisions to the site plan to address concerns raised by Comunmitice; this
information has been communicated to Council in the form of several
memorandums. Mr. Craig stated that revisions to the site plan include (i)
slightly shifting the proposed May Drive alignment to the west to increase the
size of the City’s future park area; and (ii) revision of the landscape plan to
increase the amount of planting of native tree and shrub species on the subject
site. He further mentioned that the developer will also make cash
contributions to the City for ecological enhancements within the West Cambie
Area Plan.

Victor Wei, Director, Transportation, highhighted the following information

regarding traffic projections:

" approximately 300 two-way vehicular trips are projected to be entering
and exiling the proposed development during the morning peak hour,
1,300 for the aftermoon peak hour, and 1,800 for the Saturday afternoon
peak hour; and

. in terms of projected distribution of traffic travelling to the subject site,
17.5 % would be coming from the north, 20% from the west, 50% from
the south and 12.5% from the east.

PLN -8



Planning Committee
Tuesday, October 8, 2013

Mr. Wei further advised that a number of proposed intersection improvements
at Garden City Road and Alderbridge Way, which include provisions for
double lcft turn lanes and an exclusive right turn lane, would sufficiently
accommodate the projected increase in traffic volume for approximately ten
years; thercfore, the construction of the Alexandra Connector Road is not
needed in the immediate future.

In closing, Mr. Wei stated that in compliance with the September 17, 2013
referral, a summary of the key findings of the Traffic Impact Assessment
Study has been provided to Committee.

In response to queries from Committee, Mr. Wej advised that (i) the proposed
intersection improvements would have (o be compieted prior to the opening of
the proposed Walmart store, and (i) should the rczoning application be
approved, staff would proceed to acquire the lands required for the
construction of the Alexandra Connector Road.

Discussion ensued and it was noted that two pages from the Environment
Sensitive Area (ESA) report from Stantec Consulting Ltd. were not included
as part of staff’s memorandums. As per Commiitee’s direction, a complete
copy of the ESA report was distributed on the table to Commiftee (attached to
and forming part of these Minutes as Schedule 1).

In response to a query from Committee, Joe Erceg, General Manager,
Planning and Development, advised that staff could ensure that appropriate
native tree species would be planted in the proposed development as part of
the development permit process.

In response to a query, Terry Crowe, Manager, Policy and Planning, stated
that an Agricultural Land Reserve (ALR) buffer is required to minimize
complaints against farm operations, which would likely come from residential
rather than commercial land uses.

In response to a query from Committee, Mr. Craig advised that the City’s
nursery has the capacity to stockpile and locate native tree species for
planting,

Jim Wright, 8300 Osgoode Drive, read from his submission (attached to and
forming part of these Minutes as Schedule 2).

Lorraine Bell, 10431 Mortficld Road, expressed concern regarding the neglect
and possible Joss of the green space along Alderbridge Way from Garden City
Road to No. 4 Road. She spoke of the destruction of green space thus far on
the subject site, noting that the proposed rezoning application has not yet been
approved. Also, Ms. Bell was of the opinion that a Walmart store is not
needed in the area as there are numerous existing shopping centres within
cycling and watking distance.

PLN -9



Planning Committee
Tuesday, October 8, 2013

Michael Wolte, 9371 Odlin Road, commented on the need for the City to
formulate rules and regulations regarding preloading in order to safeguard
green space. He spoke in opposition to cash contributions in lieu of on-site
natural and ecological features in the West Cambie Area. Mr. Wolfe spoke of
the concept of ecological succession, and emphasized that it is important not
only to look above ground but also below ground to appreciate the ecological
benefits provided by mature trees. He concluded his remark by suggesting
that the developer sell the subject properties to other establishments more
accepfable to the community.

Colin Dring, 7397 Moffatt Road, read from his submission (attached to and
forming part of these Minutes as Schedule 3).

In response to a query from Commitiee, Mr. Dring stated that the City’s
Advisory Committee on Environment (ACE) 1s a valuable resource available
to Council in providing technical advice regarding environmental matters;
however, ACE was not consulted regarding the impact of the proposed
development on the environment.

Shelley Dubbert, 4420 Garden City Road, read from her submission (attached
to and forming part of these Minutes as Schedule 4).

In response to a query from Committee, Ms. Dubbert stated that the North
Shore Mountains are visible above the existing trees on the subject site from
Garden City Road.

Carol Day, Richmond resident, read from her submission (attached to and
forming part of these Minutes as Schedule 5). Ms. Day was of the opinion
that (i) good planning is needed in developing the City’'s downtown core (o
ensure that all areas are well developed, and (ii) small businesses cannot
compete with a retail giant like Walmart, which would negatively impact the
City’s tax revenues.

De Whalen, 13631 Biundell Road, spoke about the proposed Walmart store’s
siting, noting that other cities’ with big box retailers locate these stores far
from the city centre. Ms. Whalen queried whether the applicant had
conducted environmental and economic impact assessment studies and was of
the opinion that the proposed development should not go forward.

[n response to a query from Committee, Ms. Whalen stated that an
environmental impact assessment study should include how the proposed
development would potentially affect the Garden City Lands.

Jerome Dickey, 9280 Glenallan Drive, expressed his appreciation on the work
done by the City in promoting a sustainable community. Mr. Dickey
requested that the Official Community Plan (OCP) be respected and that
ESAs be protected.

PLN -10



Planning Committee
Tuesday, October 8, 2013

John ter Borg, 5860 Sandpiper Court, stated that innovations are needed in
order for the developer to accomrnodate and respect the land use designations
of natural Jands within and adjacent to the proposed development. Mr. ter
Borg was of the opinion that these innovations are lacking; however he was
hopeful that the development proposal would still be refined.

Shawn Sangha, 10540 Southridge Road, expressed concern regarding
properly negotiations his family has had with the developer. Also, Mr.
Sangha commented on the traffic study, noting that a high volume of traffic is
anticipated to be coming from south of the subject site, however, he was of
the opinion that a higher percentage would be coming from the west due to
the location of other retail stores in that direction. Mr. Sangha concluded his
remarks by stating that the Alexandra Connector Road should be constructed
now as traffic in the area is likely to worsen should the development proposal
go forward.

In relation to the concern expressed by Mr. Sangha regarding his family's
property negotiations with the developer, it was suggested that he consult with
staff regarding the process and general land sale aspects.

In response to a query from Committee, Mike Redpath, Senior Manager,
Parks stated that compensation values for ESA lands have been determined in
order to ensure that there would be no net loss of such lands.

In response to queries from Committee, Mr. Craig provided the following
information:

. the compensation value of $46 per square metre is based on recent
costs of ecological work done in the West Cambie Area;

n there have been past developments where an applicant has made cash
contributions for offsite ecological enhancements to compensate for
ESA reductions within the subject development;

. compensation values are determined on individual basis and depend on
factors such as the time period and location of a proposed development;

= the ACE is consulted by staff on larger environmental matters such as
OCP amendments and environmenta) strategies;

] al Council’s direction, staff can work with the ACE on environmental
and ecological aspects of the proposed development;

- Council may amend the temms of the proposed rezoning application up
to the third reading of the proposed bylaws; and

" staff is of the opinion thar the proposed development is pedestrian-
oriented.

PLN - 11



Planning Committee
Tuesday, October 8, 2013

In response to a further query from Committee, Mr. Craig reviewed how ESA
matters, such as the determination of compensation values, are managed.

[t was moved and seconded

(1)

(%)

)

4)

That Official Community Plan Bylaw 7100, Amendment Bylaw 8865,
to amend the Alexandra Neighbourhood Land Use Map in Schedule
2.11.4 of West Cambie Area Plan (WCAP) as shown on the proposed
amendment plan (o:

(a) reduce the minimum density permitted from 1.25 {0 0.60 FAR in
Mixed Use Area A;

(b) adjust the proposed alignment of May Drive within the
development lands; and

(c) reduce the “Park” designation over portions of 9440, 9480 and
9500 Alexandra Road;

be introduced and given first reading;

That Official Community Plan Bylaw 9000, Amendment Bylaw 8973,
to amend Attachment 2 o Schedule 1 of the Official Community Plan
“2041 OCP LSA Map” to eliminate the Environmentally Sensitive
Area (ESA) designation for 9440, 9480 and 9500 Alexandra Road, be
introduced and given first reading;

That Official Community Plan Bylaw 7100 Amendnent Bylaw 8865
and Official Community Plan Bylaw 9000 Amendment Bylaw 8973,
having been considered in conjunction with:

(a) the City’s Financial Plan and Capital Program; and

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

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

That Official Community Plan Bylaw 7100 Amendment Bylaw 8865
and OCP Bylaw 9000 Amendment Bylaw 8973 having been
considered in accordance with OCP Bylaw Preparation Consultation
Policy 5043, are hereby deemed not to require further consultation;
and

PLN -12



Planning Committee
Tuesday, October 8, 2013

(5) That Ricluinond Zoning Bylaw 8500, Amendment Bylaw 8864 to
creafe the "Neighbourhood Commercial (ZC32) — West Cambie
Area” zone and rezone 4660, 4680, 4700, 4720, 4740 Garden City
Road and 9040, 9060, 9080, 9180, 9200, 9260, 9280, 9320, 9340,
9360, 9400, 9420, 9440, 9480 and 9500 Alexandra Road from "Single
Detached (RSI/F)" to "Neighbourhood Commercial (ZC32) — West
Cambie Area” and "School & Institutional (SI1)", be introduced and
given first reading.

The question on the motion was not called as Committee raised concern with
regard to (1) the unsuitability of locating a big box retailer outside the city
centre where there is no public transit, (ii) the increased traffic that would be
generated surrounding the proposed development, (iil) the landscaped deck as
an inadequate compensation for reduction in ESA, (iv) the lack of protection
of the Garden City Lands from the proposed development due to the absence
ol a buffer, and (v) the loss of a significant portion of natura! land within the
subject site.

Further discussion ensued and comments were made in favour of the proposed
application going before Council and it was noted that (i) the proposed
applications has been with Committee for some time, (ii) the proposed
development’s land use plan conforms with the West Cambie Area Plan, (i)
an extensive public consultation process was carried out as part of the
conception of the West Cambie Area Plan, (iv) there would be opportunity for
the community to express its views regarding the proposed development’s
land use plan at a Public Hearing, (v) the proposed application has been
improved in order to address concerns previously raised by Committee, and
(vi) information provided by staff regarding the Traffic Impact Assessment
Study, intersection improvements, additional compensation for the reduction
in ESA, and proposals for the acquisifion of properties required for
construction of the Alexandra Connector Road would protect the City’s
taxpayers.

In response to a remark regarding seeking comments from the ACE’s in
relation to the proposed development’s land use plan, it was suggested that
such direction be given to staff’s in the fonn of a Council resolution.

The Chair clarified that should Committee vote favourably on the proposed
apphcation, the proposed application would merely move forward for
Council’s consideration.  He further noted that should the proposed
application be given first reading at the Council meeting, it would proceed to
a Public Hearing on Monday, November 18, 2013.

The question on the motion was then called and it was CARRIED with Cllr.
Steves opposed.
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Planning Committee
Tuesday, October 8, 2013

ADJOURNMENT

It was moved and seconded
That the meeting adjourn (5:30 p.imt.).

CARRIED

Certified a true and correct copy of the
Minutes of the meeting of the Planning
Committee of the Council of the City of
Richmond held on Tuesday, October 8,

2013.
Councillor Bill McNuity Rustico Agawin
Chair Auxiliary Committee Clerk
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Schedule 1 to the Minutes of the
Planning Committece Meeting of
Tuesday, October 8,2013.

Stantec Consulting Ltd.

4370 Dominion Street, 5% Floor
Bumnaby, BC V5G 4L7

Tel: (604) 436-3014

Fax: (604) 436-3752

VIA EMAIL

March 4, 2013

Project No: 1231-10550

First Richmond North Shopping Centres Limited
#201 — 11120 Horseshoe Way
Richmond, BC V7A 5H7

Attention: Alan Lee
Dear Alan:

Reference: ESA Update for Rezoning Application at 9440, 9480, and 9500 Alexandra Road,
Richmond, BC

1 INTRODUGTION

First Richmond North Shopping Centres Limited is submitting a rezoning application to develop a
portion of the quarter section 34-5-6 adjacenti to Alderbridge Way and Garden City Road in
Richmond, British Columbia. A portion of this site is designated as an Environmenlally Sensitive
Area (ESA) by the City of Richmond {the City).

Stantec Consulting Ltd (operating as Jacques Whitford) conducted a preliminary habitat
assessment in 2002 and a desktop review update In 2005 to evaluate the ecological function of the
£ SA within the proposed development area. As part of the City's requirements for the rezoning
application, an additional report was prepared by Stantec in 2010 which summarized the existing
habltat and highlighted any changes that had occurred since the previous assessment. The 2010
report also provided an assessment of the existing and potential ecological services provided by
the ESA, the implications of removal or relocation of a portion of it, and recommendations for
compensation and/or mitigation.

In November 2012, the City adopted their new 2041 Official Community Plan (OCP) Bylaw 900C. A
draft technical report included with the 2041 OCP was the 2012 Environmenially Sensitive Area
Management Strategy. This strategy expanded the existing ESA outlined in the City's previous OCP
to encompass more than half of 9440 Alexandra Road and all of 9480 and 9500 Alexandra Road
and was based on 1:4,000 high level orthophoto interpretation. Appendix C and Part 4 of the 2012
Environmentally Sensitive Area Management Strategy suggests that all applicants for development
permits involving ESAs should conduct a vegetation survey of the sites to confirm the appropriate
ESA boundary.

One Team. Infinite Solutions. PLN - 15



Stantec

First Richmond North Shopping Centres Limited March 4, 2013
Attention: Afan Lee Page 2 0f 5
Project No: 1231-10550

Reference: ESA Update for Rezoning Application at 9440, 9480, and 9500 Alexandra Road, Richmond, BC

This report provides a detailed survey of the vegetation types on the site and makes
recommendations for areas that should be included in the ESA.

2 METHODS

Preliminary vegetation polygons were created from orthophoto interpretation and were then ground
truthed during the site visit. The three properties were surveyed on January 29, 2013 by two Stantec
biologists to determine what the vegetation types were on the site. Dominant understory species
within each polygon were recorded and photographs were taken at various locations on the site.
Cover was estimated for the dominant species observad. Tree species were recorded during an
exisfing tree assessment (MIM Consulting 2012). There were four different vegetation polygons
identified on the site (Figure 1, Appendix A) and descriptions of these are provided below. None of
the ecological communities observed on the site are considered at-risk within the province.

3 RESULTS

3.1 Polygon 1—Birch Forest

The southern half of the properties consists of an approximately 1.6 acre upland forest dominated by
paper birch (Belula papyrifera) with an open understory of grasses and rushes (Photo 1, Appendix
A). There are minor amounts of invasive Himalayan blackberry (Rubus ammeaniacus). Table 1 below
provides a list of the dominant species within this polygon.

Table 1: Domlinant Understory Species within Polygon 1
Common Name Scientific Name % Cover
reed canarygrass Phalaris arundinacea 15
harghack - h _ _SPTa;EuglaSii ” - 15 o
common rush - Jl,-mcu; eflusus - 15
Himalayaﬁ biackber_ry' - _}:\’ubus armeniacus . 10 o

_ b_en_lgfai - “ __ - i _Agr_osn's sp. B 5 -
pracken fem . Pieridium aquilinum i 2 N

NOTE:
* Invasive species
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Stantec

First Richmond North Shepping Centres Limited March 4, 2013
Attention: Alan Lee Page 3 of 5
Project No: 1231-10550

Reference: ESA Update for Rezoning Application at 9440, 9480, and 2500 Alexandra Road, Richmond, BC

3.2 Polygon 2—Japanese Knotweed

Polygon 2 is approximately 0.1 acres and is located on the easi boundary of 9500 Alexandra Road. ttis
entirely composed of Japanese knotweed (Polygonum cuspidatum) (Photo 2, Appendix A). Japanese
knolweed Is a perennial shrub from Asia that is highly invasive because of its rapid growth and
reproductive capabilities. Once established it displaces nearly all other vegetation (BC Ministry of
Agricuiture 2011).

3.3 Pofygons 3 and 4—Anthropogenic Pisturbance

The remainder 1.4 acres of the site have been dislurbed by the current and previous resigential
developments that occurred on site. Vegetation in this polygon is composed of cultivated lawn and
invasive species wilh few mature trees interspersed throughout (Photos 3 — 7, Appendix A). Table 2
below lists the dominant species in this polygon.

Table 2: Dominant Understory Species within Polygon 3
Common Name | Scientific Name % Cover
Himalayan blackberry” Rubus armeniacus 15
mcreeping buttercup B 3 _ Ranuncu!ds repens 10

evergreen blackbemy* Rubus lacinialus

hardhack Spiraea douglasii
reed canarygrass  Phalaris arundinacea S
NOTE:

* Invaslve specles

4 RECOMMENDATIONS

It is Stantec's recommendation that only Polygon 1 be considered for ESA designation among the
subject parcels. This polygon contains the least amount of disturbance within the proposed
development area and has the highest abundance of native vegetation compared to the other
polygons. However, the actual ecological services provided by Polygon 1 are relatively low as a resuli
of surrounding disturbances (roads and existing development), limied cornectivity to additional habitat,
small polygon patch size. and presence of invasive weeds (n the understory. If left unchecked, the
highly invasive Himalayan blackberry and the Japanese knotweed on the site will continue to spread
and may eventually become dominant within the ESA, chokirg out native species. The remainder of
the site is developed and/or highly disturbed and contains early seral stage vegetation and invasive
species. These altributes are nat consistent with an ESA designation.

Jne Team, Intinite Solotions PLN -17



Stantec

fFirst Richmond North Shopping Centres Limited March 4, 2013
Attentlon: Alan Lee Page 4 of 5
Project No: 1231-10550

Reference: ESA Update for Rezoning Application at 8440, 9480, and 9500 Alexandra Road, Richmond, BC )

5 CLOSURE

This ESA update has been prepared for the sole benefit of First Richmond North Shopping Centres
Limited. ¥ you have any questions or would like clarification of the results, please do not hesitate to
contact the undersigned at (604) 436-3014.

Respectfully submitted,
Stantec Consulting Ltd.

Reviewed by:
Tracy Anderson, B.S¢., R.P.Bio. Matthew Ramsay, M.Sc5A.Ag.
Project Biologist Senior Vegetation Ecologist

TA/MR/pf

Path and Flle Nama' {23 \activelami1 23110550 reporimpt_ssa_updaty_20130304_frl.docx]
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Stantec

First Richmond Nodh Shopping Cenlras Limitad March 4, 2013
Allention: Alan Lae Paga 5ol 6
Project No. 1231-10560

Reference: ESA Update lor Rezoning Application at 9440, 9480, and 9500 Alexandra Road, Richmond, BC

6 REFERENCES
BC Minlstry of Agricullure. 2011. Fleld Guide to Noxious and Other Selecled Weeds ol British
Columbla, Accessed (February 2013): hilp;//wyw.aal.gov.be caleropprotiknotweed tm

Wichael J. Mills Consulting 2012 Existing Tree Assessment Summary Plan MJM File #5823
February 18, 2012
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. . Schedule 2 to the Minutes of the
Councillor McNulty and committee, Planning Committee Meeting of

Tuesday, October 8§, 2013.
This Walmart mall will be one of the worst-ever affronts to our

community unless the plan is fixed or terminated.

Before it goes further, please require the developers to fix the flaws that
you and the public have revealed. It’s neither fair nor practical for the
public to have to deal with it all in a public hearing.

A citizen named Rick Xavier revealed one basic flaw. He wrote to you,
and a planner named Brian replied that “The Alexandra Neighbourhood
Land Use Plan establishes the vision of a complete and balanced
community.” In turn, Rick explained how the application “certainly does
not meet the standard of contributing to a complete and balanced
community.” Rick also explained in the Richmond Review.

| went to the Alexandra plan too. The maximum size for Alexandra retail
is 100,000 square feet. The proposed Walmart is more than 60% larger.
That typifies how the mall plan feels free to ignore the OCP.

[ must add that Alexandra retail can be larger for one stated reason: to
achieve “high quality urban form.” However, the vastly oversized
Walmart building would achieve terrible urban form. It would deface
our priceless legacy of world-class viewscapes. It would achieve
immense harm to quality of life in the Garden City Lands area forever.

The developer has already harmed the once-thriving ecosystem of the
Alderbridge wildlife corridor. And that includes ESA along Alderbridge
that applied at the time and supposedly still applies. Perversely, the
applicant now implies that it’s fine to wipe out every vestige of the
ecosystem because the applicant has already compromised it.
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As a citizen, | think the applicant should be held responsible for
restoration, not rewarded for harming nature.

Richmond’s Alexandra plan says that “significant effort should be made
to incorporate mature vegetation elements.” That applies to the mixed
urban forest in the marred ESA of the remnant ribbon of Alderbridge
wildlife corridor the citizens want to keep. It’s roughly at street level,
and the developer could still raise the surface behind it for the mall.

Even if they allow 20 more metres for woods than the tiny 3 metres
being proposed, they'll have lots of space available after right-sizing the
mall. My main concern is that it be done in a highly results-oriented way.

By the way, the developers could do it at a level of excellence with
transformative results for them and us, but that’s another topic.

| will briefly mention the economic loss the proposal would cause. If the
legacies of the Garden City Lands are saved, our central park will retain
immense potential to make Richmond a tourist destination. However,
currently the Walmart mall will destroy the natural viewscapes, and the
optical illusion that the mall is on the lands makes that even worse. The
only tourism value of the Walmart City Lands would be for ridicule.

But the social, physical and spiritual wellness of our own citizens is most
important, and for time reasons I'll bet you read my Digging Deep
column about it last Friday. Even if the problems would only halve the
wellness values of the park, that’s like sucking out half of the $59
million purchase price and half of the annual $1.6 million opportunity
cost. Again, though, while that economic effect is large, the loss to
nature and community wellness matters far more.

PLN, - 21



Schedule 3 to the Minutes of the
Planning Committee Meeting of

Tuesday, October 8, 2013.
Dear City of Richmond Planning Committee,

Being born and raised in Richmond | have seen the city undergo a wealth of transformations, some for
the good, some for the detriment of cur community. This proposed Smartcentre falls under the category
of detriment. As someone who has worked in environmental and sustainability planning and holds a
Master’s degree in Planning and Development | can assure you that the impacts of this proposed
development are not mitigated in the least by the concessions offered (e.g. native plantings, bicycle
facilities, charging stations).

The loss of an acre of ESA, particularly one that is within the urban boundary will change the nature of
Richmond’s character. In addition, it is well documented that all plant and animal habitats, hydrological
flows and ecological processes are drastically altered. These kinds of development also induce other
commercial green-field development in the area (Curran 2002). That is, one superstore can result in
dozens of hectares of paved landscape. It is already the case that green space within City centre is
diminishing and the way in which we make decisions around this ESA will create a precedent for future
ESA decisions. Compensation in the form of utility and sustainability initiatives is not equivalent to
mitigation of an ESA.

From a socio-economic perspective, knowing that we have approximately 25% of our population as low-
income, working poor, a Walmart location flies in the face of everything that is known about social
impact. The presence of these shopping centres perpetuates low wages, access to unhealthy and
unsustainable foods, while significantly impacting the local economy. Employees within these
developments are typically not unionized, and have little protection outside of existing regulations.

In addition, increased traffic and congestion will lead to greater air poflution and promotes an anti-
community feeling (people are less likely to interact with others in a big-box setting than on a pedestrian
oriented environment). Finally, there are many case studies that demonstrate that the presence of
Walmarts and other {arge shopping centres impacts small, local businesses and fails to invest in the local
economy by capturing a large percentage of regional markets at the expense of smaller, local
businesses in the downtown core. The result is an increase in retail vacancies in a declining commercial
core and fewer living wage jobs. These stores do not create new markets; they simply reallocate existing
retail consumption from local businesses to national chains (Curran 2002).

| urge you to consider: (1) stricter guidelines when considering development proposals of this type, (2)

to utilize your existing advisory committees to provide public opinion and technical support, and (3) to

develop clear processes by which development proposals will follow which take into account social and
environmental impacts.

Kind regards,

Colin Dring
236-7397 Moffat Rd,
Richmond, BC
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Schedulc 4 to the Minutes of the
Planning Committee Mecting of
Tuesday, October 8, 2013,

Hello, my name is Shelley Dubbert and | reside at 4420 Garden City Road. | have been a resident and home owner in the
Alexandra area for over 27 years.

[ have seen many changes in the area, and a whole lot of deterioration whife we sit angd wait for a decision to be made as
to whether or not city council will finally allow Smart Centres to build a mall.

If it wasn’t for Smart Centres showing interest in the Alexandra area, we would have been the Jost and forgotten area
still without anything resembling a sidewalk and only ditches as we’ve had far many years until recent development. The
remaining homes are still on septic and the infrastructure with the remaining homes in the neighbourhood is so old and
-business such as Shaw & Telus will not upgrade or replace until there is new development.

| welcome the development and multifamily residences. Itis providing the area with a well needed facelift. The original
vision of the Alexandra area was that of a Live, Work & Play neighbourhood. Well, since the 2006 OCP, all we're seeing
is the ‘Live’ portion and even that's a very slow process. _

The East side of Richmond lacks shopping. We no longer have decent grocery stores since IGA at Cambie & #5 Road
turned Iinto a Shoppers Drug Mart. Safeway has been gone from Lansdowne for many years and it sure would be nice to
walk from our home to a neighbourhood mall. This is the vision of many municipalities. We have Terra Nova and
Ironwood to serve their neighborhoods. Yes, the mall will also bring visitors from Ladner, South Vancouver and whoever
decides ta visit Richmond. The location makes sense with access close to bridges & the East West Connector. You
won't have traffic grid lock like there often is on #3 Road.

While not everyone Is a Walmart shopper, there are many who are. lust like those who are not Yaohan mall shoppers,
but there are others who shop there regularly. This is a diverse community and people need choices. The city will
benefit from the business tax base as well.

For all the people who would like to keep the Urban Forest so to speak. Richmond Nature Park is only steps away.

While the vision of the Urban Forest along Alderbridge may look lush and green as you drive by, | invite you to come into
the area itself and take a walk along Alexandra Road and see if from my and other resident’s perspective. - There are
people camping out in the bushes. There are abandoned homes that are boarded up, Richmondites who dump their
junk dumped onto vacant properties and some of the remaining homes are occupied with people of questionable
‘character ang activity. There have been several house fires and | have serious concerns about safety in the area.

Not to mention, all this property is actually residential. The trees people see along Alderbridge Way were part of
residential properties. If the city was to purchase this land to create a park and keep the trees, the cost would be
astronomical and guess who would be paying-for that in the end?? The taxpayer.

How many more hoops does Smart Centres have to jump through in order to build a mall? { don’t recall any other
potential development going through this. It appears Smart Centres has met the city requirements and from the online
virtual tour I've seen, it Io’oks well planned, far better than the numerous malls-and other shopping areas in Richmond so
it’s time to get this going after all these years and make the Alexandra area an actual neighbourhood and weli planned
community.

Thank you.
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Schedule S to the Minutes of the
Planning Covmittec Meeting of

Tuesday, October 8, 2013,
Walmart the High cost of Low Price Oct 8th, 2013

The United Food and Commercial Workers Union of Canada reported that after Walmart workers in
Jonquiere Quebec unionized within a couple months.‘g%uﬁi?a?in 200 pébrp’lé!:)}smg their jobs. in a Polara
poll 80 % of people dismissed the claim that the store was losing money and believe the store was
dosed to frighten other walmart employees from unionizing.

Walmart is bigger than Home depot, Kroger, Target, Sears , Costco and Kmart combined. Walmart
averages a profit of 36 billion per year. it does not help the local economy when 92 % of what Walmart
sells is made in China. Walmart employs 1.6 million people and only 1.2 % make a living above the
poverty line.

Walmart has lawsuits pending against it in 38 states in USA over allegations of cheating employees out
of overtime pay.

It is no secret whenever Walmart appears, independent businesses mysteriously start to dry up.
Walmart undercuts everybody else on every single consumer item they can.

Smart Centers bought Capilane mall in Edmonton, Alberta and they walled off the entrance to the rest
of the mall and established stores recalled an almost instant loss of business. Walmart is not a good
neighbour , not a good boss and not a good landlord.

The City of Richmond should require Walmart to pay for an impact study taking a hard look at all the
ways Walmart would affect the neighbourhood, including:

*The impact of workers of low wages and benefits

* Whether they would drive wages at competing retail stores to the bottom

*How many local stores would be driven out of business

* The cost to the province and aty of providing pubiic benefits to walmart employees
Los Angeles has made such a study a requirement of big box store application.

Richmond City Council needs to protect our established businesses from annihilation , protect our
residents from poor working conditions and protect the land from un reversible environmental
destruction.

Please say no the Walmart application until the concerns of the people of Richmond can be addressed.

Carol Day 50 year resident of the Island City by Nature
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S%5 City of

Report to Committee

Richmond
To: Planning Committee Date: October 15, 2013
From: Wayne Craig File:  08-4045-20-12/2013
Director of Development -Vol 01
Re: Bridgeport Area Plan Amendment Bylaw 9024 - McKessock Neighbourhood

Staff Recommendation

D That Richmond Official Community Plan (OCP) Bylaw 7100, Amendment Bylaw 9024, to
amend the Bridgeport Area Plan (Schedule 2.12) with respect to the land use designations in
the McKessock Neighbourhood, be introduced and given first reading.

2) That Bylaw 9024, having been considered in conjunction with:
a) The City’s Financial Plan and Capital Program; and
b) The Metro Vancouver Regional District Solid Waste and Liquid Waste Management Plans;
1s hereby deemed to be consistent with said program and plans, in accordance with Section 882
(3) (a) of the Local Government Act.

3) That Bylaw 9024, having been considered in accordance with OCP Bylaw Preparation
Consultation Policy 5043, be referred to the:
a) Vancouver International Airport Authority for formal comment; and
b) Board of Education School District No. 38 (Richmond) for information
on or before the Public Hearing on November 18§, 2013,

4) That the Public Hearing notification area be extended to that area shown on the first page of
Attachment 2.

\ﬁayréjfc\;ﬁig 4

Director of Devélopment

CL:blg
-
REPORT CONCURRENCE
ROUTED TO: CONCURFI;Ey CONCURRENCE OF GENERAL NMANAGER
Policy Planning IE/ %
Transpottation 7 24 %/Zé/&

REVIEWED BY DIRECTORS INmALS:

PHAROVED BY,CAO /
(R
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October 15, 2013 -2- 08-4045-20-12/2013-Vol 0l

Staff Report
Origin
On November 13, 2012 Council passed the following referral motion:

“Thal staff be directed to conduct public consultation beginning in January 2013 with the
owners and residents of properties identified in a specified notification area within the
Bridgepor! planning area (as shown on Attachment 6 to the staff report dated
October 9, 2012, from the Director of Development), for the purpose of exploring:

a) land use options for future redevelopment of those properties shown hatched on

Attachment 6, and
b) roud alignment options for the extension of McKessock Place.”

The purpose of this report is to:
1) Summarize the results of the public consultation process.

2) Recommend a land vuse and road alignment option for the Study Area.

For the purpose of this report, the Study Area will be referred to as the McKessock
Neighbourhood, which is that area generally between Bridgeport Road, McKessock Avenue and
Shell Road (Attachment 1).

Findings of Fact

A Public Open House was held at Tait Elementary School on January 24, 2013 from 7:00 pm to
9:00 pm, to consult with residents of the McKessock Neighbourhood, as directed by Council.
Prior to the Open House, notification letters were sent to all of the property owners and residents
in the McKessock Neighbourhood, and a notice regarding the Open House was also published in
the local newspaper on January 23, 2013.

Staff from the Development Applications, Transportation and Engineering Planning departments
were in attendance at the Open House to answer questions. Attachment 2 is a copy of the
presentation boards that were available at the Open House, and which were also available on the
City’s web site. Interested members of the public were asked to complete a Comment Sheet
indicating their preference for one of the concepts presented or to propose other options.

The McKessock Neighbourhood currently consists of 11 properties designated in the Area Plan
and zoned for single-family dwellings, and which are included in Lot Size Policy 5448. The Lot
Size Policy allows for:

e Lots on McKessock Avenue and a future extension to McKessock Place to rezone and
subdivide to “Single Detached (RS2/B)"(i.e., 12 m wide lots).

o Lots on Bridgeport Road and Shell Road to rezone and subdivide to “Single Detached
(RS2/D)” (i.e., 15 m wide lots), unless there is a lane or internal road access, in which case
“Single Detached (RS2/B)” is allowed.

PLN - 26
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The three concepts presented at the Open House and on the City’s website regarding future land
use and road alignment options for the McKessock Neighbourhood, were:

Concept 1:  Single-family development under the existing Single-Family Lot Size Policy
i.e., RS2/B zoning and subdivision (12 m wide lots and 360 m? area), and with a
rear lane for those lots fronting Bridgeport Road.

Concept 2:  Single-family development under an amended Single-Family Lot Size Policy
i.e., RS2/B zoning and subdivision for interior lots (12 m wide lots and 360 m?
area), and RC2 zoning and subdivision with a rear lane for those lols fronting
Bridgeport Roud (9 mwide lots and 270 m? area).

Concept 3:  Townhouses and single-family development under the existing Single-Family Lot
Size Policy
i.e., townhouses along Bridgeport Road and RS2/B zoning and subdivision with a
cul-de-sac on McKessock Place.

Attachment 3 is a summary of the comments received from the public, and includes:

s 11 responses in total; seven (7) respondents fror within the McKessock Neighbourhood.

e Some respondents indicated more than one (1) preference.

e One (1) preference for Concept 1 (RS2/B under existing Lot Size Policy).

o Two (2) preferences for Concept 2 (RS2/B and RC2 under an amended Lot Size Policy).

e Seven (7) preferences for Concept 3 (Townhouses and RS2/B under existing Lot Size Policy).

e One (1) preference for an alternative concept that does not comply with City regulations or the
Land Title Act.

o Three (3) identified an alterative preference for commercial uses (1.c., convenience shopping,
bank, restaurant, office, etc.) for the entire south portion of the Study Area.

Analysis

The single-family lots fronting McKessock Place were created in 1994. Since that time, the
intent has been that McKessock Place would be extended to the south and end in a cul-de-sac to
access future single-family lots, with a secondary emergency access out to either

McKessock Avenue or Shell Road. The existing Single-Family Lot Size Policy, which was
originally adopted by Council in 1991, allows lots within the McKessock Neighbourhood to be
subdivided into smaller lots of 12 m wide lots and 360 m2 in area, provided that properties
fronting Bridgeport Road and Shell Road have access to a rear lane or internal road. Since 1994,
only three (3) sites in the immediate area have been able to rezone and subdivide, creating

seven (7) new lots; with all of them being on the west side of McKessock Avenue. Specifically:

e 2351, 2355 and 237) McKessock Avenue were created in 1994,

e 2477 and 2491 McKessock Avenue, as well as 10631 and 10633 Bridgeport Road were
created in 2002 with a rear lane parallel to Bridgeport Road.

» 2431, 2433 and 2439 McKessock Avenue were created in 2009.
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As McKessock Place has not been extended to the south, several property owners have decided
to build new single-family houses on their lots instead of waiting to redevelop their propetties.
New houses have recently been built at:

e 2851 Shell Road in 2006.
e 2831 Shell Road in 2011.
e 2731 Shell Road in 2012.

e 10811 Bridgeport Road in 2012, which makes the dedication of a rear lane parallel to
Shell Road very difficult to achieve.

A rezoning and subdivision application was submitted for 2420 and 2400 McKessock Avenue in
2012 to enable the creation of two (2) RS2/B lots fronting McKessock Avenue, consistent with
the Lot Size Policy (RZ 12- 610919). The rezoning bylaw associated with this application was
given third reading at the Public Hearing held on December 17, 2012. The agent represeoting
the proposal intends to proceed with the rezoning and subdivision applications.

Attachment 4 provides a visual picture of the history of rezoning, subdivision and building
permit applications in the neighbourhood. One of the key sentiments that staff have heard from
the property owners and residents in this neighbourhood is that they do not want their
development potential being held up any longer or limited by the proposed extension of
McKessock Place.

Staff is proposing a modified version of Concept 3 from the Open House, as another option in
this area. This option is described in further detail in the next section and in the proposed policy
amendments to the Bridgeport Area Plan, and 1s shown in Attachment 5. This option
encourages the north portion of the McKessock Neigbourhood to develop for single-family lots
in accordance with the existing Lot Size Policy, but also provides the flexibility to consider the
“backlands” of lots fronting McKessock Avenue and She)l Road to be assembled in whole or in
part with a proposal for townhouses fronting Bridgeport Road, subject to specific development
requirements. This option is proposed for the following reasons:

e The lots fronting Bridgeport Road (three [3] of which are approximately 60 m or 195 ft.
deep) could be redeveloped with a common driveway access (not a lane) off
McKessock Avenue or Shell Road.

e Some property owners and attendees at the Open House expressed support for the backlands
of the lots fronting McKessock Avenue and Shell Road to be considered for future
development to townhouses in addition to those fronting Bridgeport Road.

e A secondary emergency access from McKessock Place could be provided through such
townhouse development.

e The townhouse designation would allow rezoning and development to proceed in the
neighbourhood without the extension of McKessock Place.
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Staff has reviewed the option of commercial uses in the area, as suggested by three (3)
respondents, and do not support this land use for the following reasons:

e North Richmond has sufficient land designated for commercial purposes in the 2041 OCP to
meet the projected demand to the year 2041.

e There is already sufficient commercial land in this neighbourhood to serve the Tait
residential community and Bridgeport area.

e New direct access off Bridgeport Road, likely desired by commercial development, is not
supported by staff because Bridgeport Road is a major arterial roadway with relatively high
traffic volumes, and therefore new access should be discouraged.

Similarly, staff does not support the one other altemative concept proposed by the owner of
2380 McKessock Avenue (shown on the third page of Attachment 3), because:

o It proposes that all of the development be serviced with lanes, which does not comply with
City regulations or the Land Title Act (e.g., the lane would not be wide enough for all of the
City services; emergency vehicles would not be able to access the various lots;
no sidewalks or pedestrian access would be provided to the homes).

» This alternative creates a substantial amount of asphalt surface that the City would have to
maintain because the lanes would be under municjpal jurisdiction.

o This proposal does not enable the extension of McKessock Place or a turnaround for vehicles
(which has always been envisioned for this street with any redevelopment proposal).

On the basis of the feedback received from the McKessock Neighbourhood public consultation
process, and an analysis of the results and development history of the neighbourhood, staff
recommends that:

1. The Bridgeport Area Plan be amended to change the land use designation of the area south of
McKessock Place between Bridgeport Road, McKessock Avenuve and Shell Road (as shown
in Attachment 5), from “Residential (Single-Family)” to two new designations entitled:

a. “Residential Area 1”; and
b. “Residential Area 27;
subject to the new policies described in sections below.
2. New policies be included in the Neighbourhoods & Housing section of the Bridgeport Area
Plan to permit the land in “Residential Area 1” to be developed primarily for Single-Family
lots (as per Lot Size Policy 5448).

Low density townhouses in “Residential Area 1 may be considered, subject to the following
development requirements:
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a. Permitted Density
i.  The maximum floor area ratio (FAR) is 0.40. This may be increased to a
higher density of 0.60 subject to compliance with the City’s Affordable
Housing Strategy.
b. Land Assembly/Adjoining Area
i. Involve a minimum land assembly of 3,000 m?.
il. Involve a Jand assembly with at least 50 m frontage on Bridgeport Road.
1i. Involve a land assembly with at least 40 m frontage on Shell Road.
c. Residual Sites
1. Residual sites should be avoided.
1i. Where a residual site is permitted, the residual site must enable viable future
townhouse development with frontage to Shell Road, as demonstrated through
a preliminary plan presented with the prior rezoning.
d. Access

1. Vehicle access may be preferably off McKessock Avenue or secondly, off
Shell Road (with no primary access permitted off McKessock Place).

il. Vebhicle access off Bridgeport Road is discouraged.

iii. Pedestrian connectivity is to be coordinated between development sites by
means of a statutory right-of-way or other suijtable arrangement acceptable to
the City, to provide a linkage between McKessock Place and
Bridgeport Road.

3. New policies be included in the Neighbourhood & Housing section of the Bridgeport Area
Plan to permit the land in “Residential Area 2” to be developed for low density townhouses,
subject to the following development requirements:

a. Permitted Density

i.  The maximum floor area ratio (FAR) is 0.40. This may be increased to a
higher density of 0.60 subject to compliance with the City's Affordable
Housing Strategy.
b. Land Assembly
i. Involve a minimum land assembly of 2,500 m>.
ii. Involve a land assembly with at least 50 m frontage ou Bridgepost Road.

¢. Residual Sites
1. Residual sites should be avoided.

11. Where a residual site 1s permitted, the residual site must enable viable future
townhouse development with frontage on McKessock Avenue or Shell Road,
as demonstrated through a preliminary plan presented with the prior rezoning.
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d. Access

i Vehicle access may be preferably off McKessock Avenue or secondly, off
Shell Road (with no primary access permutted off McKessock Place).

1. Vehicle access off Bridgeport Road is discouraged.

ii1. Pedestrian connectivity is to be coordinated between development sites by
means of a statutory right-of-way or other suitable arrangement acceptable to
the City, to provide a linkage between McKessock Place and
Bridgeport Road.

4. New policies be included in the Transportation section of the Bridgeport Area Plan that:

a. If the land adjacent to McKessock Place 1s developed for Single-Famuily lots (as per the
Lot Size Policy), McKessock Place is to end in a cul-de-sac, with a secondary
emergency access 10 Shell Road.

b. If the land adjacent to McKessock Place is developed for Low Density Townhouses,
McKessock Place is to have an adequate turnaround for vehicles and a secondary
emergency access, as approved by the Director of Transportation.

Consultation with Vancouver International Airport Authority & Board of Education School
District No. 38

The proposed amendment to the Bridgeport Area Plan was referred to the Vancouver
International Airport Authority (Y VR) as a courtesy. On May 15, 2013, YVR provided
comuments on the proposed amendment (Attachraent 6). Their response stated that, as the
McKessock Neighbourhood area is located just outside the Nojse Exposure Forecast 30 Contour
and is exposed to aircraft noise and low level airerafl over-flights, they are supportive of the
City’s standard requirements for registration of aircraft noise sensitive use covenants on title and
noise attenuation in dwelling units under the City’s Aircraft Noise Sensitive Development
Policy.

The proposed amendment to the Bridgeport Area Plan to include townhouse development in the
McKessock Neighbourhood will allow for greater aircraft noise mitigation through the
Development Permit application process.

If given first reading by Councll, staff recommends that the proposed amendment again be
referred to YVR for comment prior to the Public Hearing.

Prior to the Public Hearing, it is also recommended that the bylaw be referred to the Board of
Education School District No. 38 (Richmond) for information, as the proposed Area Plan
amendment involves only a few residential lots, which are well below the requirement of 295
new dwelling units for a formal referral.

Financial Impact

None.
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Conclusion

Council directed staff to conduct public consultation regarding land use and road alignment
options for the McKessock Neighbourhood. The majority of the respondents from the
neighbourhood who participated in the Open House held January 24, 2013, support single-family
and townhouse development. It is proposed that the Bridgeport Area Plan be amended to allow
this greater flexibility in the McKessock Neighbourhood.

Staff recommends that Bylaw 9024, to amend The Bridgeport Arca Plan Schedule 2.12 of
Richmond Official Community Plan Bylaw 7100 be introduced and given first reading, and that
the Public Hearing notification area be extended to that area shown on the first page of
Attachment 2.

%\

Cynthia Lussier
Planning Technician
(604-276-4108)

CL:blg

Attachments:

Attachment I: Location Map — the McKessock Neighbourhood

Attachment 2: Open House Presentation Boards

Attachment 3: Summary of feedback received at Open House and a concept submitted by one
respondent

Attachment 4: Conceptual map showing the history of rezoning, subdivision and Building Permit
applications in the neighbourhood

Attachment 5: Map showing proposed amendment to Bridgeport Area Plan

Attachment 6: Response from Vancouver International Airport Authority
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ATTACHMENT 2

Neighbourhood Open House
McKessock/Bridgeport/Shell

Notification Area and Subject Area
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Neighbourhood Open House
McKessock/Bridgeport/Shell

Single Family Lot Size Policy
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: Rezoning and subdivision permitted as per RS2/B except:

1, River Drive: RS2/C unless lhare is a lane or intemnal road access, then RS2/B.

2. ShellRoad: RS2/D unless thare is a lane or intemal road access, then RS2/B.
3. No. 4 Road: RS2/C unless there is a lane or intemal road access then RS2/B.

4. Bridgeport Road: RS2/D unless there is a lane or intemal road access then RS2/B..

m Rezoning and subdivision pemmitied as per RS2/D unless there is lane access
then RC2 or RCH.
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Neighbourhood Open House
McKessock/Bridgeport/Shell

Water Service Lines
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Neighbourhood Open House
McKessock/Bridgeport/Shell

Right-of-Ways and Sanitary Sewer Service Lines
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Neighbourhood Open House
McKessock/Bridgeport/Shell

Drainage Service Lines
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Neighbourhood Open House

- McKessock/Bridgeport/Shell

Concept 1—Single Detached Redevelopment on
medium-sized lots* (minimum 360 m?)
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Neighbourhood Opén House
McKessock/Bridgeport/Shell

Concept 2— Single Detached Redevelopment with
compact lots on Bridgeport Road* (minimum 270 m?)
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Neighbourhood Open House
McKessock/Bridgeport/Shell

Concept 3—Townhouse and Single Detached
Redevelopment on medium-sized lots (minimum 360 m?)
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ATTACHMENT 3

Summary of feedback received at the Public Open House — January 24, 201 3

1. In guiding future redevelopment of the properties shown hatched (on the display boards):

o | prefer Concept # 1 # Responses Notes:
1 s Response: “Either "1’ or '2', not ‘3'- townhouses.
(It) would change area, plus pressure on school
and traffic on Shell and Bridgeport”.
s | prefer Concept # 2 2 Notes:
N/A
o | prefer Concept # 3 7 Notes:

s Response: “Conocept # 3...is acceptable...it might be
possible to add the middle area of the
back(lands) to the townhouse area.”

s Response: It would utilize the full amount of property with
less land waste. It also keeps continuity with
what is already in place across on (the) south
side of Bridgeport (Road). The back half would
allow single dwellings without creating more
traffic exiting onto 8Bridgeport Road.”

e Response:  “There should be a walkway along the west side
of Shell Road between River Drive and
Bridgeport Road. Even if said walkway was
blacktop.”

2. | propose the following alternative concept to guide future redevelopment of the subject properties:

s “(along Bridgepon Road north) 1o 2380 McKessock Avenue and 2731 Shell Road try commercial”.

¢ "We'd like to propose that Bridgeport Roagd is a busy location. It's good for commercial”.

e ‘| prefer the property to be use for commercial use”.

e “I would like to sell approximately half my property on the back side facing the extension of McKessock Place. | don't
care how the developer cuts up the (lot)..."

s There was a proposal for an alternative concept that does not comply with City regulations or the Land Title Act. This
proposal is summarized here:

- The subject area should redevelop based on the following concepts, which make the best available use of the
land, namely:

= 12 mx24 mlots (similar to RS2/B) or Coach House lots backing or fronting onto 6 m-wide lanes (5 m road
surface). This would be a system of blocks and lanes, which do not intersect with main roads (block A, B, C,
D, E, F, G, Hetc.). The proposal is equated with a concept of blocks similar to the Cook Road area of
Richmond. The proposal calls for an east-west rear lane running parallel with Bridgeport Road from the east
side of McKessock Avenue to Shell Road, which aligns with the rear lane that ends on the west side of
McKessock Avenue (e.g. the north side of the proposed new rear lane in this block should align with the north
property line of 10811 Bridgeport Road). The proposal assents that lanes will address safety and servicing for
lots on Bridgeport Road. The proposal identifies that new lanes in the subject area should follow existing
sanitary sewer right-of-ways. The proposal calls for lanes that run in a north-south direction, as well as an
east-west direction within the subject area.

=  Townhouses north of the north-west comer of Bridgeport Road and Shell Road.
=  Four-storey apartment buildings with 50+ units, with access to lanes.

Note:  Staff has included the attached map to try to indicate this respondent's two (2) options combined.

" Parentheses indicate the transcriber's words, added far comprehension
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Additional feedback from this respondent not-related to the proposed land use exercise in the subject area, included:

When will road improvements on the west and east sides of McKessock Avenue, and on the west side of
Shell Road (north of Bridgeport Road) be completed (e.g. curbs, gutters, boulevards, pavement, trees, lights)?
The respondent asserts that the City has collected funds for these purposes and that the City should be
completing these works. The respondent wonders why this has not been completed since 1983.

The respondent has concerns about delayed traffic flow out of the neighbourhood onto Bridgeport Road due to
the narrowing of the road width at Bridgeport Road and McKessock Avenue. The writer feels that the road width
should be restored to 11 m. The writer identifies preferred lane widths and road widths.

The respondent asserts that the City's maps and regulations are incorrect and should be changed.
The respondent asserts that the City's regulations do not follow federal regulations and insurance laws of Canada.

The respondent identifies that there are fence heighis in the neighbourhood that do not comply with City
regulations.

The respondent asserts that the house height at 2731 Shell Road does not comply with City regulations, and that
this is evidenced through comparisons with buildings heights on adjacent lots and with the heights of hydro and
telephone poles along Shell Road.

The respondent asserts that mechanical equipment, chimneys, and radio antennae on rooftops of commercial
buildings east of Shell Road do not comply with City regulations.

3819194
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ATTACHMENT 4
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ATTACHMENT 5
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ATTACHMENT 6

3 VANCOUVER
| AIRPORT
vid AUTHORITY

15 May 2013

Mr. Holger Burke Via Fax: (604) 276-4052
Development Coordinator

CITY OF RICHMOND

6911 No. 3 Road

Richmond, BCV6Y 2C1

Dear Mr. Burke:
RE: Proposed Amendment to the Bridgeport Area Plan {McKessock Neighbourhood)

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the proposed amendment to the
Bridgeport Area Plan for the McKessock Neighbourhood. This proposal was outlined in
your letter to Anne Murray, Vice President Community & Environment Affalrs — Airport
Authority, dated 8 April 2013, and we understand the proposal will change existing land
use from residential (single-family) to residential (single family and/or townhouse).

While the McKessock Neighbourhood area is located just outside the Noise Exposure
Forecast 30 contour, it is under the extended centerline of the north runway (08L/26R)
and is exposed to noise and low level (less than 1,000 feet) aircraft over-flights.

If the City does proceed with this proposal, we support the requirements for covenants,
sound insulation, etc. under the City’s Aircraft Noise Sensitive Development Policy.

Sincerely yours,

Ml = e

Mark Christopher Cheng. M.Eng. (mech)
Supervisor — Noise Abatement & Air Quality
Vancouver Airport Authority

P.0. BOX 23750

AIRPORT POSTAL QUTLET
RICHMOND, BC CANADA VB 1¥?
WWW.YYR.CA

TELEPHONE §04.276.5500 P 1
FACSIMILE 8042744505 an = 47



Richmond Bylaw 9024

Richmond Official Community Plan (OCP) Bylaw 7100,
Amendment Bylaw 9024
McKessock Neighbourhood - Bridgeport Area Plan

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

}.  Richmond Official Community Plan (OCP) Bylaw 7100, Schedule 2.12 Bridgeport Area Plan, is
amended by:

a. Repealing the existing land use designation of the area shown in “Schedule A” attached to and
forming part of Bylaw 9024, on the Land Use Map in the Bridgeport Area Plan, and designating if:

i. “Residential Area | (subject to the policies described in Sections 3.1 and 4.0)”; and
ii. “Residential Area 2 (subject 10 the policies described in Sections 3.1 and 4.0)”.

b. Replacing the existing Land Use Map in the Bridgeport Area Plan with “Schedule B> attached to
and forming part of Bylaw 9024.

c. Inserting the following policies under Objective 1 in Section 3.1 and re-lettering the subsequent
policies accordingly:

“c) Permit the Jand in “Residential Area 17 to be developed primarily for single-family
lots (as per the Lot Size Policy).

Low density townhouses may be considered in “Residential Area 1”, subject to the
following development requirements:

i. Permitted Density

- The maximum floor area ratio (FAR) is 0.40. This may be increased to a
higher density of 0.60 subject to compliance with the City’s Affordable
Housing Strategy.

jii. Land Assembly/Adjoining Area
- Involve a minimum Jand assembly of 3,000 m.
- Involve 2 land assemb{y with at least 50 m frontage on Bridgeport Road.
- TInvolve a land assembly with at least 40 m frontage on Shell Road.
iti. Residual Sites
- Residual sites should be avoided.

—~  Where a residual site is permitted, the residual site must enable viable future
townhouse development with frontage to Shell Road, as demonstrated
through a preliminary plan presented with the prior rezoning.

3819202 PLN - 48



Bylaw 9024

3819202

d)

Page 2

iv. Access

Vehicle access may be preferably off McKessock Avenue or secondly, off
Shell Road (with no primary access permitted off McKessock Place).

Vehicle access off Bridgeport Road is discouraged.

Pedestrian connectivity is to be coordinated between development sites by
means of a statutory right-of-way or other suitable arrangement acceptable to
the City, to provide a linkage between McKessock Place and

Bridgeport Road.

Permit the land in “Residential Area 2” to be developed for low density townhouses,
subject to the following development requirements:

i. Permitted Density

The maximum floor area ratio (FAR) is 0.40. This may be increased to a
higher density of 0.60 subject to compliance with the City’s Affordable
Housing Strategy.

ii. Land Assembly

Tnvolve a minimum land assembly of 2,500 m®.

Involve a land assembly with at least 50 m frontage on Bridgeport Road.

ili. Resitdual Sites

Residual sites should be avoided.

Where a residual site js permitted, the residual site must enable viable future
townhouse development with frontage on McKessock Avenue or Shell
Road, as demonstrated through a prelimunary plan presented with the prior
rezoning.

iv. Access

Vehicle access may be preferably off McKessock Avenue or secondly, off
Shell Road (with no primary access permitted off McKessock Place).

Vehicle access off Bridgeport Road is discouraged.

Pedestrian connectivity is to be coordinated between development sites by
means of a statutory right-of-way or otber suitable arrangement acceptable to
the City, to provide a Jinkage between McKessock Place and

Bridgeport Road.”

d. Inserting the following policies under Objective 1 in Section 4.0:

“m) If the land adjacent to McKessock Place is developed for single-family lots (as per the Lot

Size Policy), McKessock Place is to end in a cul-de-sac, with a secondary emergency
access.

If the land adjacent to McKessock Place is developed for low density towrhouses,
McKessock Place is to have an adequate turnaround for vehicles and a secondary
emergency access, as approved by the Director of Transportation.”

PLN - 49



Bylaw 9024 Page 3
2. This Bylaw may be cited as “Richmond Official Community Plan (OCP) Bylaw 7100, Amendment
Bylaw 9024”.

FIRST READING RICHIOND
APPROVED I

PUBLIC HEARING - /

SECOND READING T
by Managar

T I RE AD[N G or. Solicitor

ADOPTED

MAYOR CORPORATE OFFICER

3819202
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Schedule B

Land Use Map - Bridgeport
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, City of Report to Committee

. Fast Track Application
Richmond Planning and Development Department
To: Planning Committee Date: September 30, 2013
From: Wayne Craig File: RZ 13-639817

Director of Development

Re: Application by Rav Bains for Rezoning at 6580 Francis Road from Single
Detached (RS1/E) to Single Detached (RS2/C)

Staff Recommendation

That Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500, Amendment Bylaw 9061 -for the rezoning of
6580 Francis Road from “Single Detached (RS1/E)” to “Single Detached (RS2/C)”, be
introduced and given first reading.

(= &
ayng/Craig
Director of Develgpment

CL:blg &
Att.
REPORT CONCURRENCE
ROUTED TO: CONCURRENCE CONCURR_ENCE OF GENERAL MANAGER
7/
. A ,-'4 i et
Affordable Housing ] Y Y v
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September 30, 2013 -2- RZ 13-639817
Fast Track Application
Staff Report
Item Details
Applicant Rav Bains
Location 6580 Francis Road (Attachment 1)

Development Application
Data Sheet

See Attachment 2.

Zoning

Existing: Single Detached (RS1/E)

Proposed: Single Detached (RS2/C)

OCP Designation

Neighbourhood Residential

Complies v Y ON

Lot Size Policy

Lot Size Policy 5428 (adopted by Council in
1989; amended in 2008), permits rezoning
and subdivision of properties fronting
Francis Road within the subject area in
accordance with the "Single Detached
(RS2/C)" zone (Attachment 3).

Complies v Y ON

Affordable Housing Strategy
Response

Consistent with the Affordable Housing
Strategy for single-family rezoning
applications, the applicant proposes a legal
secondary suite within the principal dwelling
on one (1) of the two (2) proposed lots.

Complies v ¥ ON

Flood Management

Registration of a flood indemnity covenant on title is required prior

to final adoption of the rezoning bylaw.

Surrounding Development

North: Directly across Francis Road, are older homes on lots

zoned “Single Detached (RS1/E)".

South: Facing Magnolia Drive, are newer homes on lots zoned

"Single Detached (RS1/D)".

East:  An older home on a lot zoned “Single Detached (RS1/E)”.

West: A newer home on a lot zoned “Single Detached (RS1/E)".

Rezoning Considerations

See Attachment 5

Staff Comments

Background

This proposal is to enable the creation of two (2) smaller lots from an existing large lot on the
south side of Francis Road, between No. 2 Road and Gilbert Road. Each new lot proposed
would be approximately 13.6 m wide and 568 m” in arca. The south side of this block of
Francis Road has seen some redevelopment through rezoning and subdivision in recent years,
consistent with Lot Size Policy 5428. The subject application is consistent with the Lot Size
Policy and with the pattern of redevelopment already begun on the block. Potential exists for
other lots on the south side of this block of Francis Road to redevelop in the same manner.

3995083
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September 30, 2013 -3- RZ 13-639817
Fast Track Application

Trees & [andscaping

A Tree Survey and a Certified Arborist’s Report were submitted by the applicant, which identify
and provide recommendations for the 1] bylaw-sized trees on-site, four (4) bylaw-sized trees on
adjacent properties, and three (3) undersized trees within the concrete boulevard on City-owned
property. A list of tree species assessed as part of the Arborist’s Report is included on the Tree
Retention Plan (Attachment 4).

The City’s Tree Preservation Official has reviewed the Arborist’s Report, conducted a Visual
Tree Assessment, and concurs with the recommendations to:
» Retain and protect Trees # 155 and 156 located in the rear yard of the subject site, which
are in good condition.
e Retain and protect Tree # 04 located on the adjacent property to the south
(6611 Magnolia Drive).
e Remove a total of eight (8) trees from the subject site for the following reasons:

- Trees # 147 and # 154 are in poor condition due to previous topping and major
decay in the trunk.

- Trees # 148-#150 are in fair to poor condition, two (2 ) of which are declining due
to foliage removal or the top of the tree dying, and all of which are located in
conflict with the building envelopes of the proposed dwellings.

- Trees # 151, 152, and # 157 are in good condition, but are Jocated within the
building envelope on the proposed east lot and are not recommended for
retention.

- Tree # 153 is in good condition, but is in conflict with future construction within
the building envelope on the proposed the east lot. The amount of excavation
required would encroach into the critical root zone and canopy area,
compromising the survival of the tree. Consideration was given to relocating the
tree or modifying the building envelope, however, this is not recommended for
this species of tree.

The City’s Tree Preservation Official also recommends removal of Trees # 01, 02, 03 on the
adjacent property to the east (6600 Francis Road), which are in fair condition with poor
structures due to some topping. Written authorization has been obtained from the adjacent
property owner(s) for removal and replacement on their site (on file). Application for and
issuance of a Tree Removal Permit for these trees is required at development stage. The
applicant is required to submit a landscaping security in the amount of $1,500 prior to final
adoption of the rezoning bylaw to ensure that the replacement trees are planted on the
neighbouring site (reflects the 1:1 replacement ratio in the amount of $500/tree consistent with
the tree removal permit process).

The City’s Parks department Arborist also reviewed the report, conducted a Visual Tree
Assessment, and concurs with the recommendations to retain and protect undersized Trees # 05
and # 07 located within the concrete boulevard on City-owned property along Francis Road.
However, it was noted that undersized Tree # 06 within the concrete boulevard must be removed
to accommodate the proposed shared driveway centered on the common property line of the
proposed lots. Relocation of the tree within the boulevard was considered as an altemative to
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tree removal, however, it was not reconunended due to the presence of existing utilities and the
lack of space available within the boulevard to relocate the tree. The applicant bas agreed to
provide a voluntary contribution to the City’s Tree Compensation Fund in the amount of §1,300
for the planting of replacement trees on City-owned property elsewhere in the city. The
applicant must contact the Parks department four (4) business days prior to tree removal to
enable proper signage to be posted.

The Tree Retention Plan is provided in Attachment 4.

To ensure protection and survival of retained trees, the following is required prior to rezoning:
e Submuission of a Contract entered into between the applicant and a Certified Arborist for
supervision of any works conducted within Tree Protection Zones.
e Submission of a Security in the amount of $4,000 ($500/tree).

Tree protection fencing must be installed to City standard around all trees to be retained. Tree
protection fencing must be installed prior to demolition of the existing dwelling and must remain
in place until construction and landscaping on the proposed lots is completed.

Based on the 2:1 tree replacement ratio required in the Official Community Plan (OCP), a total
of 18 replacement trees are required for the nine (9) trees proposed to be removed from the site
(see Rezoning Considerations in Attachment 5 for minimum replacement tree sizes). The
applicant proposes to plant four (4) replacement trees on the future lots and to provide a
voluntary contribution in the amount of $7,000 ($500/tree) to the City’s Tree Compensation
Fund prior to rezoning, in-lieu of planting the balance of replacement trees on-site.

To ensure that the replacement trees are planted, and that the front yards of the proposed lots are
enhanced, the applicant must submit a Landscape Plan, prepared by a Registered Landscape
Architect, along with a Landscaping Security (based on 100% of the cost estimate provided by
the Landscape Architect, including fencing, surface matenials, and installation costs). The
Landscape Plan must be submitted prior to final adoption of the rezoning bylaw.

Site Servicing & Vehicle Access

There are no servicing concerns with rezoning.

Prior to rezoning, the applicant is required to register a restrictive covenant on Title to ensure
that, upon subdivision of the property:

e Vehicle access to the site is via a single shared driveway crossing (6 m wide at the back
of the sidewalk and 9 m wide at the curb) centered on the proposed shared property line.

e The buildings and driveway on the proposed lots be designed to accommodate on-site
vehicle turn-around capability to prevent vehicles from reversing onto Francis Road.
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Subdivision
At future Subdivision stage, the developer will be required to:

e Pay Development Cost Charges (City and GVS&DD), School Site Acquisition Charge,
Address Assignment Fee, and Servicing Costs.

(Note: the required service connections for the proposed two (2) lots must be located and
designed to ensure protection of Trees # 155, 156, 04, 05, and 07 on-site and off-site).

e Register a cross-access easement over the shared driveway (6 m wide at the front lot line
and 9 m long, centered on the proposed shared property line).

Conclusion

This rezoning application to permit subdivision of an existing large lot into two (2) smaller lots
complies with applicable policies and land use designations contained within the OCP, and is
consistent with Lot Size Policy 5428, which allows rezoning and subdivision of properties on
this block of Francis Road in accordance with the “Single Detached (RS2/C)” zone.

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

On this basis, staff recommends support for the application. It is recommended that Richmond
Zoning Bylaw 8500, Amendment Bylaw 9061 be introduced and given first reading.

-

Cynthfa Lussier
Planning Technician
(604-276-4108)

CL:blg

Attachment 1: Location Map

Attachment 2: Development Application Data Sheet
Attachment 3: Lot Size Policy 5428

Attachment 4: Tree Retention Plan

Attachment 5: Rezoning Considerations
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RZ 13-639817

Original Date: 07/02/13
Amended Date:

Note: Dimensions arc in METRES
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Development Application Data Sheet

Fast Track Application

Development Applications Division

RZ 13-639817 Attachment 2

Address: 6580 Francis Road

Applicant. Rav Bains

Planning Area(s): _Blundell

Date Received: June 26, 2013

Fast Track Compliance:

August 23, 2013

Existing Proposed

Owner

Gurchetan S. Aujla
Igbal K. Aujla

To be determined

Site Size (m?)

1,136 m? (12,228 ft?)

Two (2) lots — each approximately
568-m* (6,114 ft))

Land Uses

One (1) single detached
dwelling

Two (2) single detached lots

Zoning

Single Detached (RS1/E)

Single Detached (RS2/C)

On Future
Subdivided Lots

Bylaw Requirement

Proposed Variance

Floor Area Ratio Max. 0.55 Max. 0.55 none permitted
Lot Coverage — Buildings Max. 45% Max. 45% none
Lol Coverage - Buldings. siructures, Max. 70% Max. 70% none
Lot Coverage - Landscaping Min. 25% Min. 25% none
Setback — Front Yard {m) Min. 9 m Min. @ m none
Setback — Rear Yard (m) Min. 6 m Min. 6 m none
Setback — Side Yard (m) Min. 1.2 m Min, 1.2 m none
Height {m) 2.5 storeys 2.5 storeys none
Minimum Lot Size 360 m? 568 m? none
Minimum Lot Width 13.5 13.6 none

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

3595085
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ATTACHMENT 3

City of Richmond ~ = Policy Manual

Page 1 of 2 Adopted by Council; December 18,1989 -

_Amended by Council; December 15, 2008
File Ref: 4430-00 | SINGI.

POLICY 5428:

The following policy establishes lot sizes for properties in Section 30-4-6 as shown on
the attached map:

1. Subdivisions in the Quarter Section's interior areas as designated on the map may be
permitted to subdivide in accordance with the provisions of ‘Single-Family Housing
District (R1/B) in Zoning and Development Bylaw 5300;

2. Subdivisions along Francis Road as shown on the map wilf be restricted to Singte-Family
Housing District R1/C or Singie-Famlly Housing District R1/J unless there is a
constructed lane access, then subdivisions may be permitted to Single-Family Housing
District R1-0.6, except that 6680 Francis Road may be permitted to subdivide to Single-
Family Housing District R1-K without the requirement for a lane access; and :

3. This policy is to be used to determine the disposition of future rezoning applicat!ons In

this area, for a period of not less than five years, unless changed by the amending
procedures contained in the Zoning and Development Bylaw.

2547932
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ATTACHMENT 4

FRANCIS ROAD

APPENDIX 3
TREE PROTECTION PLAN

TREE INVENTORY

L & 05 Type | Action| DBH | MPZ

e C Birch Remowe 60cm 3.6m

o2 :ﬁi'-' rEts Chenry |Remow 21¢em 1.3m

=089 & Cherry |Remove [ 14/10/10 | 1.2m

Locust  |Retain 20¢cm 1.2m

Beech |Retain 14cm 0.8m

rnf & Beech |Remove 13cm 0.8m

oo [J Beech |Retain 11em 0.7m

| Cherry |Remow 30cm 1.8m

| Cypress |Remowe 40/24cm | 3.0m

| | Birch  [Remowe 38cm 2.3m
4 BUILDING : : BUIL DING .

L|L:‘ ENVELDPE La® ENVIEROPE 152|Hazelnut [Remowe  |12/10/10cm| 1.4m

a1 | | [ & 153|Hazelnut | Remove 78/7em | 1.2m

> #6580 154|Willow |Remowe T4cm 4.4m

. 2~STOREY 195|0. Fir Retain 33cm 2 0m

I DWELLING } 156|Birch Retain 34cm 2.0m

; ' 157|Gherry  |Remowe 3acm 2.3m

) -\.;

TREE PROTECTION FENCING

Minimum Radial Distance from trunk

25 0

SCALED TO FIT

5 10

—

— =

ALL DISTANCES ARE IN METRES

Type | DBH | Metres | Feet
Locusl 20cm 3.0m 9.81
Beech 14cm 1.0m 3.31
Beech 11cm 1.0m 3.3ft
D. Fir 33cm 3.0m 8.8t
Birch 34cm 4.0m 13.1ft

Replacement Trees
QTyYy Type Size
2 Japanese Snowbell 6em
2 Paperbark Maple éem

NOTES:
PLANTS IN THE PLANT LIST ARE SPECIHIED
ACCORDING TO THE LANDSCAPE CANADA
GUIDE SPECIFICATIONS FOR NURSERY STOCK
AND THE BCNTA STANDARD FOR CONSTAINER
GROWN PLANTS.

ALL LANDSCAPING AND LANDSCAPE

MATERIALS CONFORM

70 THE LATEST EDITION

OF THE BCNTA/BCSLA "LANDSCAPE

STANDARS".

TREE PROPOSED

FOR RETENTION
< 3 CANOPY
PROTECTION
/ 155 \ FENCING
k / MINIMUM PROTECTION
\‘ » ZONE (MPZ)
l-—2c=—|  FENCING DIMENSIONS
T N METRES

LEGEND 1ree pROPOSED
FOR REMOVAL

NOTES:
1. SITE LAYOUY INFORMATION AND TREE
SURVEY OATA PER SUPPLED ORAMNC

2 REFIR 10 ATTACRID YREL PROTEC“ON

CANOPY SPREAD AND CONDINON.

1 PRCPOSED TRLE REMOVAL ARD

MON RUFLECTS PRELIMINARY

ORIVEWAV AND SERVICE CORRIDOR
LENMENT CONSIDERANONS

ALL MEASUREMENTS ASE METRIC

Froggers Creek
Tree Consultents LUd

Y763 UeGroges Avamie Bumoty BC VEJ IHé
Tolaphonee SN-7F/—6002 fox BOI—I7—09T)

8550 [RANDS ROAD, RICHIRDND

TREE PROTECTION DFAWNG
Tl ORAWING PLOTS ALL TREFS PROPOSLD FOR
RETONTION, REMOVAL, TNDIR CAN
PRIOTECTION ZONES AND PROYECN)N fEN"I.NG
1N RELATIOR TO THE APPROMMA]
IWVELOPES. oembn' U\ 2013




ATTACHMENT 35

City of Rezoning Considerations

Development Applications Division

RIChmOﬂd 6911 No. 3 Road, Richmond, BC V8Y 2C1

Address: 6580 Francis Road File No.: RZ 13-639817

Prior to final adoption of Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500, Amendment Bylaw 9061, the
following is required to be completed:

1.

Submission of a Landscape Plan, prepared by a Registered Landscape Architect, to the satisfaction of
the Director of Development, and deposit of a Landscaping Security based on 100% of the cost
estimate provided by the Landscape Architect, including fencing, paving, and installation costs. The
Landscape Plan should:

* comply with the development requirements of the Arterial Road Policy in the 2041 OCP;
* include the dimensions of required tree protection fencing;

* include a variety of suitable native and non-native replacement trees, ensuring a rich urban
environment and diverse habitat for urban wildlife; and

* include the four (4) replacement trees with the following minimum sizes:

Minimum Caliper of Deciduous Minimum Height of Coniferous
No. of Replacement Trees Tras or Tree
2 11 cm 6m
2 9 em 5m

The City’s acceptance of the developer’s voluntary contribution in the amount of $7,000 to the City’s
Tree Compensation Fund for the planting of replacement trees within the City, in-lieu of planting the
balance of required replacement trees on-site.

The City’s acceptance of the developer’s voluntary contribution in the amount of $1,300 to the City’s
Tree Compensation Fund for removal of Tree # 06 from the boulevard in front of the subject site, for
the planting of replacement trees on City-owned property elsewhere in the city.

Submission of a Contract entered inlo between the applicant and a Certified Arborist for supervision
of any on-site works conducted within the tree protection zone of the trees to be retained (Trees #
155, 156, 04, 05, 07. The Coutract should include the scope of work to be undertaken, including: the
proposed number of site monitoring inspections (at specified stages of construction), and a provision
for the Arborist to submit a post-construction assessment report to the City for review.

Submission of a Tree Survival Security to the City in the amount of $4,000 for the four (4) trees to be
retained on the subject site and on City-owned property. The City will release 90% of the security
after construction and landscaping on the proposed lots is completed, inspections are approved, and
an acceptable post-construction impact assessment report is received. The remaining 10% of the
security would be released one (1) year later, subject to inspection.

Submission of 2 Landscaping Security in the amount of $1,500 to ensure replacement trees are
planted on the adjacent property to the east at 6600 Francis Road, to compensate for the removal of
Trees # 01, 02, 03 with the required tree removal permit at development stage

PLN - 64
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7. Registration of a legal agreement on Title to ensure that no final Building Permit inspection 1s granted
until a secondary suite is constructed in the principal dwelling on one (1) of the two (2) future lots, to
the satisfaction of the City in accordance with the BC Building Code and the City’s Zoning Bylaw.
Note: Should the applicant change their mind about the Affordable Housing option selected prior to
final adoption of the Rezoning Bylaw, the City will accept a voluntary contsibution of $1.00 per
buildable square foot of the single-family developments (i.e. $6,168) to the City's Affordable
Housing Reserve Fund in-lieu of registering the legat agreement on Title to secure a secondary suite.

Registration of a flood indemnity covenant on Title.

9. Registration of a restrictive covenant on title to ensure that:
a) Vehicle access to the site is via a single shared driveway crossing (6 m wide at the back of the
sidewalk and 9 m wide at the curb) centered on the proposed shared property line.

b) The buildings and driveway on the proposed lots be designed to accommodate on-site vehicle
tumn-around capability to prevent vehicles from reversing onto Francis Road.

Prior to removal of Trees # 01, 02, 03 from the neighbouring property at 6600 Francis
Road:
¢ The applicant must apply for and be issued the required tree removal permit*.

Prior to removal of Tree # 06 {from the boulevard on City-owned property in front of the
subject site:
¢ The applicant must contact the Parks department (604-244-1208 x 1342) four (4)
business days prior to tree removal to enable proper signage to be posted.

At Demolition* stage, the following is required to be completed:

o Installation of tree protection fencing around Trees # 155, 156, 04, 05, 07 on-site and off-site.
Tree protection fencing must be installed to City standard prior to demolition of the existing
dwelling and must remain in place until construction and landscaping on the proposed lots is
completed.

At Subdivision* stage, the following is required to be completed:

¢ Payment of Development Cost Charges (City and GVS&DD), School Site Acquisition Charge,
Address Assigninent Fee, and Servicing Costs.
(Note: the required service connections for the proposed two (2) lots must be Jocated anc
designed to ensure protection of Trees # 155, 156, 04, 05, and 07 on-site and off-site).

» Registraton of a cross-access easement over the shared driveway (6 m wide at the front lot line
and 9 m long, centered on the proposed shared property line).

At Building Permit* stage, the following is required to be completed:

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

Note:

*

This requires a separate application.

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

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

The preceding agreements shall provide security to the City including indemnities, warranties, equitable/rent
charges, letters of credit and withholding permits, as deemed necessary or advisable by the Director of
Development. All agreements shall be in a form and content satisfactory to the Director of Development.

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

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

[Signed original on file]

Signed _ Date
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¥4, Richmond Bylaw 9061

Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500
Amendment Bylaw 9061 (RZ 13-639817)
6580 Francis Road

The Council of the City of Richmond, 1n open meeting assembled, enacts as follows:

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

P.1.D. 002-682-711
Lot 943 Section 30 Block 4 North Range 6 West
New Westminster District Plan 61043

2. This Bylaw may be cited as “Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500, Amendment Bylaw 9061,

FIRST READING REMOND
APPROVED
A PUBLIC HEARING WAS HELD ON E !"’:
SECOND READING ﬁ:mﬁ?
or'Soll’g! or
THIRD READING /,'j/

OTHER REQUIREMENTS SATISFIED

ADOPTED

MAYOR CORPORATE OFFICER
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, % City of

Report to Committee

RlChmond Planning and Development Department
To: Planning Committee Date: October 7, 2013
From: Wayne Craig File: RZ 12-626430
Director of Development
Re: Application by Kasian Architecture Interior Design and Planning for Rezoning at

5580 and 5600 Parkwood Way from “Industrial Business Park (IB1)” to "Vehicle
Sales (CV)"

Staff Recommendations:

l.

w

That Richmond Official Community Plan Bylaw 9000, Amendment Bylaw 9052, to amend
the City of Richmond 2041 Land Use Map (Schedule 1) to redesignate 5580 and 5600
Parkwood Way from "Mixed Employment” to "Commercial®, be introduced and given first
reading.

That Richmond Official Community Plan Bylaw 7100, Amendment Bylaw 9053, to amend
Schedule 2.11B — the East Cambie Area Plan to redesignate 5580 and 5600 Parkwood Way
from "Industrial" to "Commercial” in the Land Use Map, be introduced and given first
reading.

That Bylaws 9052 and 9053, having been considered in conjunction with:

¢ the City’s Financial Plan and Capital Program;
¢ the Greater Vancouver Regional District Solid Waste and Liquid Waste Management
Plans;

are hereby deemed (o be consistent with said program and plans, in accordance with
Section 882(3)(a) of the Local Government Act.

That Bylaws 9052 and 9053, having been considered in accordance with OCP Bylaw
Preparation Consultation Policy 5043, are hereby deemed not to require further consultation.

That Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500, Amendment Bylaw 9054, for the rezoning of 5580 and
5600 Parkwood Way from "Indusirial Business Park (IB1)" to “Vehicle Sales (CV)", be
introduced and given first reading.

¢

i &,

Waype Craig

Director of Development
WC.dj

Aw6
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October 7, 2013

RZ 12-626430

REPORT CONCURRENCE

ROUTED To:

Policy Planning
Transportation
Engineering

CONCURRENCE
_./

J/

A

O e /7 0
/_/' 7 { “}‘

CONCURR;I'?E OF GENERAL MANAGER
LY

{

3896084
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October 7,2013 -3- RZ 12-626430

Staff Report
Origin
Kasian Architecture Interior Design and Planning has applied to the City of Richmond for
permission to rezone 5580 and 5600 Parkwood Way (Attachment 1) from “Industrial Business
Park (IB1)” to “Vehicle Sales (CV)” for the purpose of consolidating these lots with 5660 and
5680 Parkwood Way and then subdividing them into five (5) lots to create three (3) new car

dealerships and modify the properties of two (2) existing dealetships. (Attachment 2). The
proposed rezoning will require an amendment to the OCP and the East Cambie Area Plan.

Findings of Fact

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

Surrounding Development

To the North: Two storey office buildings at 5500 Parkwood Way and 5388 Parkwood Place,
zoned “Industrial Business Park (IB1)”.

To the East:  Across Knight Street, two storey office buildings at 13511 and 13571 Commerce
Parkway, zoned “Industrial Business Park (IB1)".

To the South: Vehicle sales and service dealerships as part of the Richmond Auto Mall at
13580 and 13600 Smallwood Place, zoned “Vehicle Sales (CV)”.

To the West:  Vehicle sales and service dealerships as part of the Richmond Auto Mall at 5491,
5571, 5660 and 5680 Parkwood Way, zoned “Vehicle Sales (CV)”.

Related Policies & Studies
Richmond 2041 Official Community Plan (OCP) - Schedule 1

The Richmond 2041 Official Community Plan (OCP) designates the subject properties as
“Mixed Employment” in the 2041 OCP Land Use Map. The “Mixed Employment” use permits
an array of industrial and stand-alone office and institutional uses. A limited range of
commercial uses are permitted in certain areas to enable the retail sale of building and garden
supplies, household furnishings, and similar warehouse goods.

The current OCP land use designation of the existing Richmond Auto Mall is “Commercial”,
where the intent is to enable a range of uses for retail, restaurant, office, business, personal
service, arts, culture, recreational, entertainment, institutional, hospitality and hotel
accommodation.

East Cambie Area Plan — Schedule 2.11B

The East Cambie Area Plan Land Use Map designates the subject properties as “Industrial”, to
accomrnodate the production, manufacturing, storing, transporting, distributing, testing, cleaning,
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servicing or repair of goods, materials or things. Ancillary offices are only pernitted to
administer the industrial uses.

Floodplain Management Implementation Strategy

In accordance with the City’s Flood Protection Bylaw 8204, the minimum.allowable elevation
for habitable space i5 2.9 m GSC. A Flood Plain Covenant is to be registered on title prior to
final adoption of the OCP and rezoning Bylaws.

2041 OCP Aircrafi Noise Sensitive Development (ANSD) Policy

The subject propertics are within the Aircraft Noise Sensitive Development Area 2, which
permits non-noise sensitive uses such as an auto dealership 1o operate. An aircraft noise
indemnity covenant for non-sensitive use is required to be registered on the property prior to the
adoption of the OCP amendment and rezoning Bylaws.

Metro Vancouver 2040 Regional Growth Strategy -

The Metro Vancouver 2040 Regional Growth Strategy (RGS) provides land use policies to guide
future development in the region. It identifies the subject properties as “Mixed Employment”,
which is intended for industrial, commercial and other employment-related uses to help meet the
needs of the regional economy, which are not typically located in urban or neighbourhood
centres. The proposed OCP amendment, rezoning and subdivision do not require a RGS
amendment as the “Mixed Employment” designation accommodates the proposed commercial
auto mall vse.

The remainder of the Richmond Auto Mall is currently designated in the RGS as “General
Urban” and is intended for areas within residential neighbourhoods and centres to include uses to
support shopping services, institutions, recreational facilities and parks, including the auto mall.

Background

A previous rezoning application for 5580 Parkkwood Way (RZ 97-116387) to rezone to a Car
Dealership and Office space was denied by Council on November 24, 1997, due to concems
from the Richmond Auto Mall that the proposal would create an unfair advantage to the
applicant as they would be able to lease out office space in their proposal. The existing “Vehicle
Sales (CV)” zoning within the Auto Mall prohibits office use with the exception of ancillary uses
to the auto dealership.

Another rezoning application was brought forward in 2004 (RZ 04-270729) to rezone a portion
of the strata at 5600 Parkwood Way from “Industrial Business Park (IB1)" to "Vehicle Sales
(CV)" as a means 1o include the parcel as part of the Auto Mall. The Auto Mall supported the
application as the zoning would be consistent with other lots within the Auto Mall. Council
approved this application on September 27, 2004; the property was subdivided and is now
known as 5660 Parkwood Way.

The curreat rezoﬁ'mg application (RZ 12-626430) has the support of the Richmond Auto Mall
Association (Attachment 4).
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Consultation

The proposed OCP amendments and proposed rezoning to “Vehicle Sales (CV)” are consistent
with City policies regarding consultation with the Richmond School District No. 38 and
Vancouver International Airport. No consultation with these agencies is necessary as this
application does not propose any residential units.

The site falls within the purview of the Provincial Transportation Act where all proposals
requiring rezoning amendment Bylaws, and subdivisions are required to be referred to the
application 1o the Ministry for comment, when they are within 800 metres of a Provincial
Highway intersection. The application was referred to the Provincial Ministry of Transportation
and Infrastructure and the Ministry sent a preliminary approval on September 17, 2013
(Attachment S) based on the following:

1. As these properties abut Highway 99 (controlled access highway), approval for the
proposed subdivision will require Ministry approval pursuant to Sec. 80 of the Land Title
Act;

2. There will be no direct access to Highway 99; and

3. All storm water shall be directed to a municipally maintained storm drainage system.

Public Input

Signage is posted on-site to notify the public of the subject application. At the time of writing
this report, staff have received phone calis from some auto dealerships wanting to follow the
progress of this rezoning application, but they did not provide any comment. Should this
application receive first reading, a public hearing will be scheduled.

Staff Comments

Based on staff’s review of the subject application, staft are supportive of the development
proposal, provided that the developer meets all considerations of the rezoning conditions
(Attachmeant 6).

Analysis

The analysis is set out in two parts in order to clarify the proposed OCP and Rezoning Bylaws.
Part 1 —2041 Official Community Plan (OCP) and East Cambie Area Plan Amendments

The proposal to rezone the subject properties from “Industrial Business Park (IB1)* to “Vehicle
Sales (CV)” to support auto dealerships will require an amendment to both the Land Use Maps
of the 2041 OCP (Schedule 1) (Bylaw 9052) and the East Cambie Area Plan (Schedule 2.11B)

(Bylaw 9053). The proposed amendments are to change the current land use designations of:

¢ The 2041 OCP from “Mixed Employment” to “Commercial”’; and
e The East Cambie Area Plan from “Industrial” to “Commercial”.

The OCP and Area Plan re-designations are supported as commercial uses are permitted in the
City’s Mixed Employment designation and Richmond’s Employment Lands Strategy supports
flexibility in land use designations. As the intent of this application is to expand the Richmond
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Auto Mall, the proposed “Commercial” designation best reflects the use of the site and ensures
consistency with the other auto dealership properties within the Auto Mall.

The benefits of the proposal are that it: enables more opportunities for auto dealerships to cao-
locate within the same area; improves comparative vehicle shopping for customers; removes the
pressure on existing and displaced dealerships within the City Centre to relocate to other areas
within the City; and improves stable employment opportunities in a concentrated area outside of
the City Centre.

Part 2 - Rezoning Amendment from “Industmal Business Park (IB1)” to “Vehicle Sales (CV)”

This application proposes to rezone 5580 and 5600 Parkwood Way from “Industnal Business
Park (IB1)” to “Vehicle Sales (CV)” o allow the consolidation and subsequent re-subdivision
with 5660, 5680 Parkwood Way to create a total of five (5) lots and a new access road
(Attachment 2).

The proposed access road is intended to provide two-way access to all the proposed lots and is
accessed from Parkwood Way by a proposed roundabout at the north end, and a T-intersection at
the south. The road requires a 20 metre land dedication and is to include street parking, a 1.5
metre wide sidewalk, and a grassed and treed boulevard. The road and frontage works are
subject to a separate servicing agreement.

The proposed subdivision would meet the permitted use provisions and lot size requirements of
the “Vehicle Sales (CV)” zone.

The properties at 5660 and 5680 Parkwcod Way are currently zoned “Vehicle Sales (CV)” and
do not require rezoning.

Engineering
Engineering has reviewed the proposal and indicates that: there are no required upgrades to
existing services, but that the developer is responsible for the installation of new water, sanitary

and storm lines within the proposed road dedication to the proposed lots, and to connect these
new services to existing service lines.

All existing site connections servicing the existing lots are to be removed and new site
conneclions to service the proposed new lots will be required.

The developer is also responsible for the underground installation of private utilities (hydro,
telephone). The applicant is to include information regarding the installation of these utilities
along with water, sanitary and storm connections with the forthcoming servicing agreement.

Transportation and Site Access

The Transportation Division has reviewed the Traffic Impact Study submitted with the proposal
and provides the following considerations to be acceptable to the Director of Transportation:

s Access to each of the proposed lots is facilitated by a 20 metre dedication for road from the
consolidated lots which include the subject properties, as well as 5660 and 5680 Parkwood
Way for the purpose of the proposed road development. A larger dedication at the north
intersection is for the roundabout.
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e The road improvements required are a 12 metre wide paved road, a curb and gutter, .5 metre
sidewalks, grassed and treed boulevard on both sides of the road.

¢ A new traffic signal at the intersection of Jacombs Road and Smallwood Place at the south
entrance of the Auto Mall site is required.

Development Permit

No building plans have been submitted with this rezoning application, but all sites are subject to
a Development Permit for any future buildings on the proposed lots.

The operators of the Richmond Auto Mall have notified staff that they have been in discussions
with potential dealerships to occupy the new sites, and City staff have received phone calls from
auto dealerships who are interested in the progress of this rezoning application.

Trees

There are a number of trees within the subject properties, primarily along the perimeter of the
existing property line, including those backing onto Knight Street, as well as within those
landscaped islands in the exjsting parking lots. As there were no building drawings for the new
sites, it is difficult to determine which trees would require removal or be available for retention.
An Arborist report will be required as part of 2 Development Permit application submitted for
any of the proposed lots.

Discharge of Covenants

The following chart outlines the current covenants that are currently registered on the land title
record for 5600 Parkwood Way. The registered covenants are equivalency agreements that were
required for the construction of the existing buildings that are to be removed prior to
consolidation and subdivision. These documents will be made redundant with the demolition of
the existing buildings and sbould be discharged from the Land Title records.

5600 Parkwood Way

Document Registration Description
Equivalency agreement for a water sprinkler system o protect the openings within 3
BP278368 .
metires of an exit.
_ BA110541 Equivalency agreement for fire protection.
{ BB548802 Equivalency agreement for fire protection.

Cancellation of Strata Plan

The property at 5600 Parkwood Way is a strata lot consisting of three (3) different strata titles,
but all three (3) are listed as the same owner. The owner is required to cancel the strata plan in
accordance with Part 16 of the British Columbia “Strata Property Act” prior to the adoption of
rezoning.

Servicing Agreement

The applicant is to enter into a separate servicing agreement prior to adoption of rezoning.

The developer is responsible for the works including but not limited to the following:
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- Water Service: the installation of a 200mm diameter watermain loop within the proposed
road dedication, in addition to the installation of fire hydrants which are to be installed
75 metres apart minimum, and connect it to the existing system on Parkwood Way. The
exjsling site connections are to be removed and new site connections are required. Fire flow
calculations are required prior fo the issuance of the Building Permit and are to be signed and
sealed by a professional ergineer to confirm adequate available flow;

-~ Sanitary Service: the installation of a 200mim diameter sanitary sewer line within the
proposed dedication as required to service the development sites and connect to the existing
system on Parkwood Way;

- Storm Drainage: the installation of 2 600mm diameter storm sewer within the proposed road
dedication, and connecting it to the existing system on Patkwood Way;

= Other Services: All existing site connections are to be removed and new site connections to
service the proposed new lots are required. The developer is also responsible for the
underground installation of private utiities (hydro, telephone). The applicant is to include
information regarding the installation of these utilities along with water, sanitary and storm
conpections with the forthcoming servicing agreement.

- Transportation:

- The proposed new road to allow vehicle access to the new lots including frontage works
on both sides of the road consisting of curb and gutter, 1.5 metre sidewalk and grassed
and treed boulevard;

- The proposed new roundabout at the north end connecting with Parkwood Way and a T-
intersection at the south end; and

~ Installation of a new traffic signal to City standard at the time of installation, inctuding
but not limited to the following: signal pole, controller, base, hardware, pole base,
detection (in ground loops and video), conduits (electrical and communications), signal
indications, contmunications cable, electrical wiring and service conductors, APS
(Accessible Pedestrian Signals) and illuminated street name sign(s);

Subdivision

It is anticipated that the City will receive an application for subdivision upon receipt of third
reading. Consolidation is a condition of final approval of the rezoning and OCP Bylaws.

Financial Impact

None.
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Conclusion

Kasian Architecture has applied to rezone 5580 and 5600 Parkwood Way from “Industrial
Business Park (1B1)” to “Vehicle Sales (CV)”, and consolidate with 5660 and 5680 Parkwood
Way for the purpose of expanding the Richmond Auto Mall. The proposal requires amendments
to the OCP 2041 Land Use Map as well as the East Cambie Area Plan Land use map. The
submitted information supports the criteria set out in the “Vehicle Sales (CV)” zone. As staff
consider that the proposal will benefit the community and are confident that the outstanding
conditions related to servicing and accessing the site will be addressed and, therefore,
recommends that Bylaws 9052, 9053 and 9054 be introduced and given first reading.

- ke o R >
-~ s __’,-w"" -~ = 2

David Jetmson
Planner 2
(604-276-4193)

DJ:.cas

Attachment |: Location Map

Anachment 2: Conceptual Development Plans

Aftachment 3: Development Application Data Sheet

Attachment 4: Letter from Richmond Auto Mall Assocjation

Attachment 5: September 17, 2013 letter from Ministry of Transportation and Infrastructure
Attachment 6: Rezoning Considerations
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Clty O Development Application Data Sheet
RIChmond Development Applications Division

RZ 12-626430 Attachment 3

Address: 5580 and 5600 Parkwood Way

Applicant: _Kasian Architecture Interior Design and Planning

Planning Area(s): East Cambie Area Plan (OCP-Schedule 2.11B)

Existing Proposed

Owner: 0737974 BC Ltd. 0737974 BC Ltd.
2
Site Size: 40,509.0 m? 35,338.0m

(after road dedication)

Metro Vancouver Regional

Growth Strategy Designation Mixed Employment Mixed Employment
OCP Designation: Mixed Employment Commercial
Area Plan Designation: Industrial Commercial
Zoning: Industrial Business Park (IB1) Vehicle Sales (CV)

On Future
Subdivided Lots

Bylaw Requirement Proposed Variance

9,330 m? (Lot 1)
13,030 m? (Lot 2)
Lot Size (min. dimensions): none 14,120 m* (Lot 3) none
11,050 m? (Lot 4)
9,410 m? (Lot 5)
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_ '_ IAIexander Hoiburn Beadm + Lang LLP { “
| 2700 - 700 West Georgla Street N

0737974 8GCLMd,

| June 27,2012,

clo Larry Gwozd -

~ " Vancouver, BC -

1

: Attentlon Gary Cowell

3 V7Y 188

Dear Gary

G|l ATTAGHMENT4 o

This letter.is conﬂrmatlon that the Ruchmond Auto Mall Associatgon and b
*Richmond Auto Malt"Holdings: iLtd: oon[seﬂt to the properfles to be acqplred by
- 0737974'BC Ltd ‘becoming pait: of the| Ric himond Auto|Mall ugon complenon
of re zomng and re—development fo serv;ced auto dealprshlp lots 3 S

Yours truly,

" Leonard F'ong

Pre5|dent

1 Rxchmond Auto Mall Associatlon
' Rlchmond Auto Mall Hoidmgs Ltd

CC Board of Dlrectors. Rlchmond Auto M

\."

*'—.,—;=‘fR|oHM0NDAl
. 0 250- 134f08mellwoo

J

}l Association & Richmand Auto Mall Holdings Lid." ;
! . 4 . i . - - “. .'\ L - -

| P ' :

LE szL SSOOlATlON —
d Rlace; Richmord, B.C. VeV W8,
.Phone: (604) 273-3243 . ;o

. Fax: (604) 273-2044



ATTACHMENT 5

A BRITISH | Minisry of ‘ DEVELOPMENT APPROVALS
4 ¢ ry of Transporuation
By COLUMBIA | and Infrastructure PREIélgl::nN nﬁm/l gxhgvx

Your File #: RZ-12-626430
eDAS File #: 2013-04275
Date: Sep/17/2013

City of Richmond

6911 No.3 Road
Richmond, BC Ve6Y 2C1
Canada

Attention: David Johnson, Planner 2

Re: Proposed Rezoning for:
Lot 25, Section 5, Block 4 North, Range 5 West, New Westminster District Plan
86865
Common Property Strata Lot NWS3337

Previously, preliminary approval had been providea on January 8, 2013 (eDAS File #
2013-0087). However, as further information was recently submitted, this file has been
closed and superceded by eDAS File # 2013-04275.

Preliminary Approval is granted for the rezoning for one year pursuant to section
52(3)(a) of the Transportation Act, subject to the following conditions:

« Pursuant to Section 80 of the Land Title Act, the proposed subdivision wilt require
Ministry of Transportation and Infrastructure approval.

"« No direct access will be permitted to Highway 91.

« No storm drainage shall be directed into Ministry of Transportation and
Infrastructure systems. This would include collection/run off of the internal roads
systems. All storm water is to be directed to a municipally maintained storm
system.

Ldéa_l Di_strict Aqdress

Lower Mainland District
310-1500 Woolridge Streat
Coquittam, BC V3K 088
Canada
Phone: (604) 527-2221Fax: (604) 527-2222

H1183P-eDAS (2008/02) Page 1 of 2
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s Regarding any future buildings/structures:

o All structures are to be located at least 4.5 metres back from the highway
right-of-way, or 3 metres where the structure has access from another
street.

¢ No future éommercial or industrial building shall exceed 4,500 square
metres without prior approval from the Ministry of Transportation and
Infrastructure pursuant to Section 924 of the Local Government Act.

If you have any questions please feel free to call Michael Braun at (604) 527-2244.
Yours truly,

A Fvorn—

Michael Braun
Area Development & Operations Technician

H1183P-eDAS (2009/02) Page 2 of 2
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N, City of

» ATTACHMENT 6

. : Rezoning Considerations
Richmond Development Applications Division

6911 No. 3 Roag, Richmond, BC V&Y 2C1

Address:_ 5580 and 5600 Parkwood Way File No.: RZ 12-626430

Prior to final adoption of Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500, Amendment Bylaw 9054, the developer is
required to complete the fotlowing:

L.
2.

O 00 3 O Lt &

Final Adoption of OCP Amendment Bylaws 9052 and 9053.

Approval of Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500, Amendment Bylaw 9054 by the Ministry of Transportation and
Infrastructure.

20.0 metre road dedication within the subject site, including 5660 and 5680 Parlcwood Way. Additional road
dedications at the intersections of Parkwood Way as per the proposed Subdivision plan. Final road dedication
requirements to be determined by the Director of Transportation, subject to an approved functional design for the new
roads.

Consolidation of all the Jots into one development parcel (which will require the demolition of the existing buildings).
Registration of an aircraft noise indemnity covenant on title.

Registration of a flood plain covenant on title identifying a minimum habitable elevation of 2.90 m GSC.

Discharge of restrictive covenants BP278368, BA110541 and BB548802 from the Land Title records.

Confirmation of the cancellation of Strata Plan NW3337.

Enter into a Servicing Agreement* for the design and construction of the proposed road, utilities and frontage
improvements. Works include, but may not be limited to,

¢ [nstallation of 2 200mm diameter watermain loop within the proposed road dedication as required servicing the
development sites, in addition to fire hydrants being installed 75 metres apart minimum, and connecting it to the
existing systemn on Parkwood Way;

o Installation of a 200mun diameter sanitary sewer line within the proposed dedication as required servicing the
developiment sites and connecting it to the existing system on Parkwood Way;

¢ [nstallation of a 600mm diameter storm sewer within the proposed road dedication, and connect it to the existing
system on Parkwood Way;

s Information on the removal of all existing site connections and the installation for the underground private
utilities;

o The proposed new road to allow vehicle access to the new lots including frontage works on both sides of the road
consjsting of curb and gutter, 1.5 metre sidewalk and grassed and treed boulevard;

o The proposed new roundabout at the north end connecting with Parkwood Way and a T-intersection at the south
end; and

¢ Installation of a new traffic signal to City standard at the time of installation, including but not limited to the
following: signal pole, controller, base, hardware, pole base, detection (in ground loops and video), conduits
(electrical and communications), signal indications, communications cable, electrical wiring and service
conductors, APS (Accessible Pedestrian Signals) and illuminated street name sign(s).

Prior to a Development Permit” being forwarded to the Development Permit Pancl for consideration, the
developer is required to:

l.

Submit an Arborist Report, identifying the location and condition of all on-site trees, and to determine the possible
retention or removal of these trees.

PLN - 84
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Prior to Building Permit Issuance, the developer must complete the following requirements:

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

Transportation) and MMCD Traffic Regulation Section 01570, ’
2. Incorporation of accessibility measures in Building Permit (BP) plans as determined via the Development Permit
processes.

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

Note:
*  This rcquires a separate application.

e Where the Director of Development deems appropriate, the preceding agreements are 10 be drawn not only as personal covenants
of the property owner but also as covenants pursuant to Section 219 of the Land Title Act.

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

The preceding agreements shall provide security to the City including indemnities, warranties, equitable/rent charges, letters of
credit and withholding permits, as deemed necessary or advisable by the Director of Development. All agreements shali be in a
form and content satisfactory to the Director of Development.

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

e Applicants for all City Permits are required 10 comply at all times with the conditions of the Provincial Wildlife Act and Federal
Migratory Birds Convention Act, which contain prohibitions on the removal or disturbance of both birds and their nests. Issuance
of Municipal permils does not give an individual authority to contravenc these legislations. The City of Richmond recommends
that where significant trees or vegetation exists on site, the services of a Qualified Environmental Professional (QEP) be secured
to perform a survey and ensure that development activities are in compliance with all relevant legislation.

Signed ' ' Date

PLN - 85
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)21 Richmond Bylaw 9052

Richmond Official Community Plan Bylaw 9000
Amendment Bylaw 9052
(RZ 12-626430)
5580 and 5600 Parkwood Way

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

I

69584

Richmond Official Community Plan Bylaw 9000 (Schedule 1) 2041 Land Use Map is
amended to redesignale 5580 and 5600 Parkwood Way from “Mixed Employment” to
“Commercial”, specifically;

P.1.D. 016-510-135
Lot 25 Section 5 Block 4 North Range 5 West New Westminster District Plan 86865

P.1D. 016-649-427

Strata Lot | Section 5 Block 4 North Range 5 West New Westminster District Strata Plan
NW3337 Together With An Interest In The Common Property In Proportion To The Unit
Entitlement Of The Strata Lot As Shown On Form |

P.1D. 016-649-435

Strata Lot 2 Section S Block 4 North Range 5 West New Westminster District Strata Plan
NW3337 Together With An Interest In The Common Property In Proportion To The Unit
Entitlement Of The Strata Lot As Shown On Form |

P.1.D. 026-020-564

Strata Lot 3 Section 5 Block 4 North Range 5 West New Westminster District Strata Plan
NW3337

Together With An Interest ln The Common Property In Proportion To The Unit Entitlement
Of The Strata Lot As Shown On Form |

This Bylaw may be cited as “Richmond Official Community Plan Bylaw 9000,
Amendment Bylaw 9052”.
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Bylaw 9052

FIRST READING

PUBLIC HEARING

SECOND READING

THIRD READING

OTHER CONDITIONS SATISFIED

ADOPTED

MAYOR

PLN - 87
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ichmond Bylaw 9053

Richmond Official Community Plan Bylaw 7100
Amendment Bylaw 9053 (RZ 12-626430)
5580 and 5600 Parkwood Way

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

l.

!\)

3969593

Richmond Official Community Plan Bylaw 7100 (Schedule 2.11B) East Cambie
Neighbourhood Plan Land Use Map 1s amended to redesignate 5580 and 5600 Parkwood
Way from “Industrial” to “Commercial”, specifically;

P.LD. 016-510-135
Lot 25 Section 5 Block 4 North Range 5§ West New Westminster District Plan 86865

PID. 016-649-427

Strata Lot | Section $ Block 4 North Range 5 West New Westminster District Strata Plan
NW3337 Together With An Interest In The Common Property In Proportion To The Unit
Entitlement Of The Strata Lot As Shown On Form 1

P.I.D. 016-649-435

Strata Lot 2 Section S Block 4 North Range 5 West New Westminster District Strata Plan
NW3337 Together With An Interest In The Common Property In Proportion To The Unit
Entitlement Of The Strata Lot As Shown On Form 1

P.1.D. 026-020-564

Strata Lot 3 Section S Block 4 North Range 5 West New Westminster District Strata Plan
NW3337

Together With An Interest In The Common Property In Proportion To The Unit Entitlement
Of The Strata Lot As Shown On Form 1

This Bylaw may be cited as “Richmond Official Comwmunity Plan Bylaw 7100,
Amendment Bylaw 9053”.
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Bylaw 9053

FIRST READING

PUBLIC HEARING

SECOND READING

THIRD READING

OTHER CONDITIONS SATISFIED

ADOPTED

MAYOR
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City of
{ Richmond Bylaw 9054

Richmond Zonin-g Bylaw 8500
Amendment Bylaw 9054 (RZ 12-626430)
5580 and 5600 Parkwood Way

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

1.

)

3969605

The Zoning Map of the City of Richmond, which accompanies and forms part of Richmond
Zoning Bylaw 8500, is amended by repealing the existing zoning designation of the
following area and by designating it “VEHICLE SALES (CV)”:

P.1D. 016-510-135
Lot 25 Section 5 Block 4 North Range 5 West New Westminster District Plan 86865

P.LD. 016-649-427

Strata Lot 1 Section 5 Block 4 North Range 5 West New Westminster District Strata Plan
NW3337 Together With An Interest In The Conunon Property In Proportion To The Umt
Entitlement Of The Strata Lot As Shown On Form 1

P.I.D. 016-649-435

Strata Lot 2 Section 5 Block 4 North Range 5 West New Westminster District Strata Plan
NW3337 Together With An Interest In The Common Property In Proportion To The Unit
Entitlement Of The Strata Lol As Shown On Form ]

P.1.D. 026-020-564

Strata Lot 3 Section 5 Block 4 North Range 5 West New Westminster District Strata Plan
NW3337

Together With An Interest [n The Common Property In Proportion To The Unit Entitlement
Of The Strata Lot As Shown On Form |

This Bylaw may be cited as “Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500, Amendment Bylaw 9054”.
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Bylaw 9054 Page 2

FIRST READING RIZHIMOND
|~ APPROVED |
A PUBLIC HEARING WAS HELD ON g’/ v
SECOND READING ::Fgl!:\c/a?
or Solichor
THIRD READING %

MINISTRY OF TRANSPORTATION AND
INFRASTRUCTURE APPROVAL

OTHER CONDITIONS SATISFIED

ADOPTED

MAYOR CORPORATE OFFICER
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Report to Committee

RlChmond Planning and Development Department
To: Planning Committee Date: September 24, 2013
From: Wayne Craig File:  HA 13-636133

Director of Development

Re: Application by The City of Richmond for a Heritage Alteration Permit at
3811 Moncton Street

Staff Recommendation
That a Heritage Alteration Permit be issued which would:

1.  Permit the installation of two (2) facia signs on the Steveston Museum at
38]) Moncton Street in Steveston; and

2. Vary the provisions of Richmond Sign Regulation Bylaw 5560 to:
a) Allow a facia sign to extend above the top of the wall to which it is affixed; and

b) Reduce the minimum clearance between the underside of a hanging sign and the
ground from 2.4 m to 2.19 m.

REPORT CONCURRENCE

ROUTED TO: CONCURRENCE | CONCURRENCE OF GENERAL MANAGER

Arts, Culture & Heritage ET// A W
n| 4 c

Customer Service
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Staff Report
Origin
The City of Richmond has applied for permission to install two (2) facia signs and one (1)
hanging sign on a designated heritage building located on a site zoned “Steveston Commercial
(CS2)” at 3811 Moncton Street. The three signs are part of the re-location of the Japanese

Fisherman’s Benevolent Society Building to the site, and renovations / restoration of the
building, and updating the existing signage on Steveston Museum and Post Office.

Background

The subject property is located in the Steveston Village, within the Heritage Conservation Area
declared by Council in June 2009. The site is occupied by two (2) buildings:

e The Steveston Museum and Post Office — also known as the Northern Bank Building.

o The relocated Japanese Fisherman’s Benevolent Society Building (the “Japanese
Building”).

The Steveston Museum building is a designated heritage resource — protected under
Bylaw No. 3956, adopted June 8, 1981. While the Japanese Building is on the same property,
the building has not been designated as a heritage resource.

Development surrounding the subject site is as follows:

To the North: Two-storey mixed use Commercial / residential above, zoned “Steveston
Commercial (CS3)”,

To the South: One-storey commercial building under Land Use Contract 122, across
Moncton Street.

To the East:  One-storey commercial building on the Richmond Heritage Inventory zoned
“Steveston Commercial (CS2)” (the Ray’s Dry Goods building).

To the West: City-owned green space zoned “Steveston Commercial (CS2)”.

Staff Comments

Sign Proposal

The exterior renovations for the Japanese Building are largely complete, and programming for
the building and associated interior renovations is under way. As part of the completion of the
exterior works, a Heritage Alteration Permit (HAP) has been submitted by the Arts, Culture and
Heritage Services Section of The City of Richmond, to allow the installation of two (2) new facia
signs and one (1) hanging sign on the Steveston Museum building.

Heritage Procedures

Richmond Heritage Procedures Bylaw No. 8400 delegates the review and issuance of a Heritage
Alteration Permit for signs to the Director of Development, unless the subject property is a
protected heritage property, as follows:
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3.1.5 issuance of a Heritage Alteration Permit in respect of an application (o alter, remove
or replace a sign, only if the sign and building are not protected heritage property;

Sign Proposal

There are three (3) signs proposed for the Museum Building which require a Heritage Alteration
Permit (HAP) to be issued by Council, prior to staff issuing a sign permit. One proposed sign
would be located above the main entrance on Moncton Street, a second sign would be located on
the east side of the building, facing 3" Avenue, and the third sign would a hanging sign over the
front door to the museum/post office. The two (2) wall-mounted signs will be installed
immediately above the facia board. All three (3) proposed signs will be wood, painted black and
will have white copy. The design and location of the proposed signs is shown in Attachment 1.

The proposed sign design is reminiscent of historical signs which were used on the building
when it was the Northern Bank and later the Royal Bank of Canada. The proposal is consistent
with the Steveston Village Conservation Strategy, and the Development Permit Guidelines for
signage. The sign proposal was reviewed and endorsed by the Steveston Museum Site Building
Committee at their June 6, 2013 meeting (Attachment 2).

Heritage Commission Review

The sign proposal was reviewed at the September 18, 2013 meeting of the Richmond Heritage
Commission. The Commission supported the proposed signs. An excerpt of the minutes of the
Commission meeting is provided in Attachment 3.

Window Signs

As shown in the drawings attached to the Heritage Alteration Permit, seven (7) other signs are
proposed. These signs are labelled as Signs B through H and are proposed to be interior window
signs. As these signs are located inside the interior of the space, the HAP is not required for their
installation.

Bylaw Compliance/Variances (staff comments in bold)

Under the provisions of the BC Local Government Act, a Heritage Alteration Permit (HAP) may
be used to vary municipal regulations for signs. It is therefore possible to use the HAP to vary
the maximum height limit for a facia sign, and allow the two (2) facia signs as proposed, with the
sign on the east side of the building extending above the facia.

The two (2) proposed facia signs would comply with the Richmond Sign Regulation Bylaw
No. 5560. The Steveston Area Plan further limits the size of a facia sign to 0.14 m* per linear
metre of building frontage. The signs would be located on the south wall of the building which
has 6.5 m of frontage, and the east wall of the building which has 18.5 m of frontage. This
permits a sign arca of 0.9 m? on the south wall and 2.6 m” on the east wall. Al three (3) of the
proposed signs conform to the regulations for sign area outlined in the Area Plan and the
Richmond Sign Regulation Bylaw.
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Two (2) variances are requested to allow the proposed signs.
Height of Facia Sign

The sign proposed to be installed on the east side of the building would not comply with the
Bylaw regulations for facia signs as follows:

PART II: CANOPY SIGNS & FACIA SIGNS
4. MAXIMUM HEIGHT:

(a) No part of a Canopy Sign or a Facia Sign shall be higher than the top of the wall to
which it is affixed.

The sign on the east of the building would be mounted to bracket attached to the facia board, but
would then extend above the facia board, and would be higher than the wall it is attached to. The
applicant has requested a vanance to:

» Allow a facia sign 1o extend above the top of the wall to which it is affixed.

(The proposed signage is a historically accurate re-creation of the sign found on the building
in the past. The sign concept is consistent with the signage guidelines for the Heritage
Conservation Area contained in the Steveston Area Plan). Staff have no objections to the
requested variance).

The following historical photographs of the Museum building illustrate the character of the
signage that was installed on the building in the past.
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The second photo above dates from the early 1920°s and shows that at that period of time,

one (1) facia sign above the front door to bank (then the Royal Bank of Canada), and one (1) sign
on the roof / facia sign on the east of the building was present. This configuration is the basis for
the signage requested under Heritage Alteration Permit HA 13-636133,

Minimum Clearance for a Hanging Sign

The applicant has requested a second variance for the hanging sign over the south entry to the
Museum. This would vary the provisions of Richmond Sign Regulation Bylaw 5560 to:

e Reduce the minimum clearance between the underside of a hanging sign and the ground
from 2.4 m to 2.19 m, for the proposed hanging sign over the front door of the
museum/post office (Attachment 1).

(The proposed hanging sign Is historically accurate for the time period of the construction of
the building, and a number of other buildings in Steveston feature hanging signs. If the
variance is supported by Council, the proposed clearance of 2.19 m (7 ft 2 inches) will provide
adequate head clearance for all but the rare person over 7 feel tall. The sign concept is
consistent with the signage guidelines for the Heritage Conservation Area contained in the
Steveston Area Plan. Staff have no objections to the requested variance).

Conclusion

The proposed facia signs are consistent with the Steveston Village Conservation Strategy and the
Development Permit Guidelines for signs in the Steveston Area Plan. The proposed facia signs
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are a historically accurate re-creation of signs which were installed on the building in the past,
and are suitable in scale and design for the building.

Staff recommend that the Heritage Alteration Permit to allow the installation of the two (2) facia
signs and the one (1) hanging sign, and to vary the regulations of The “Richmond Sign
Regulation Bylaw 5560” proposed signage be approved.

é;_,_,ﬁ
B@gnkin

Program Coordinator, Development

BK:kt

Attachment J: Proposed Signs

Attachment 2: Excerpt of Minutes of the June 6, 2013 Meeting of the Steveston Museum Site
Building Committee

Attachment 3: Excerpt of Minutes of the June 19, 2013 Meeting of the Richmond Heritage
Commission
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Attachment 1

STEVESTON MUSEUM SIGNAGE

i ‘_#_l

View of Sleveston Musuem Building from interseclion of Moncton Streef and st Avenue
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Attachment 2

Steveston Museum Site Building Committee Meeting Minutes
June 6, 2013 - 4:00 pm
Steveston Museum Meeting Room

In attendance:
Committee: Linda Barnes, Loren Slye, Bruce, Livingston, Harold Steves,

Staff: Connie Baxter, Michael Chan, Jim Young, John Irving, Jamie Esko, Gabriefle
Sharp (scribe)

Heritage Consultant: James Burton, Birmingham & Wood
Action Items and Resolutions Summary:

o James will consult City Signs Department to ensure they can fabricate the exterior
signs in wood

e Michael will:
o Compile summary of consultant fees to date and email them to Connie for
distribution.
o Get cost to paint building trim only.
o Get break down of cost of paint.

¢ Connie will set a date for the meeting with the exhibit development group and meet
with Harold and Loren to consider exhibit budget.

¢ Linda and Harold will bring the sale of the road ends budget back to the Committee.

o City staff and James will review the scope of work for the interior and report back to
the Committee with options for June 20, 2013 meeting.

s Jamie will {for July meeting):
o Create a bubble diagram highlighting different potential uses of the parts of the
park
o Include introduction of water, evening lighting
o Start to calculate budget impact

Resolution passed:
That the external building signage and interior window signage be adopted as per
_drawings by Birmingham & Wood based on the 1914 Northern Crown Bank archival

image (City of Richmond Archives 2006 3¢ 12). External building signage, A and A(2),
to be fabricated in wood and equal in size.
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1. Call to order - 4.03pm

2. Approval of the agenda - approved

3. Review and approval of April 25, 2013 minutes - approved

4, Business arising from minutes

a. Exterior Signage - cost of wood vs. aluminum - James

3888443

James understood the Committee would like to review its earlier decision on
exterior signage.

Asked Committee to refer to the image on page 4 of drawings submitted to City
The process to get Council approval was put on hold in order to obtain final
approval from the Building Committee

Linda: there seems to be a misunderstanding regarding the materials (wood
versus aluminum). Additional issues to consider include: cost, longevity, being
able to take down sign easily for filming

Connie: Policy Planning is waiting for approval as per April 25 motion for
aluminum or needs a new motion for wood from today's meeting

James: chose aluminum based on the recommendation from the City Sign Shop
for longevity and especially to be demountable for filming purposes

Like street signs but thicker at edges with thicker frame around it; not flimsy
Cost for aluminum; $48/sign. Cost for wood: similar - won't be noticeably more.
Including frame, looking at around $200/sign for either wood or aluminum

L ongevity: wood will last but perhaps not as long as aluminum

Linda: could City sign shop do wood? James: Probably. Will check.

Linda pofled the Committee members:

Loren: prefer wood; will withstand weather; matches heritage building
Harold: prefer wood - good wood will last; may have to be repainted every 10
years

Bruce: wood

Linda: From a staff perspective of taking sign up and down - anything to know?
James: will need a metal bracket behind it with the wood bolted on it - can be
done. -

Linda clarified that the Committee was unanimous that they wanted a completely
wooden sign without aluminum frame.
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Resolution: That the external building signage and interior window signage be adopted
as per drawings by Birmingham & Wood based on the 1914 Northern Crown Bank
archival image (City of Richmond Archives 2006 39 12). External building signage, A
and A(2), to be fabricated in wood and equal in size.

Resolution passed.

Note — The City of Richmond Sign Shop is preferred for fabrication.

b. Other?

Connie said there is a Planning Meeting scheduled for July 3 where the report about
the signs will go forward if anyone wants to attend.

5. Interior Rehabilitation

a. Budget - Michael/Connie/Alil

* Michael: Have expended $359,000 on the project to date with $310,000 remaining
for interior restoration and exhibit development.

o John: Have hired a cost estimator who estimated the budget for interior restoration
would be around $400,000. This would include wiring, conduit and Unistrut.

s Exhibit development is around an additional $175,000.

s In total approximately $600,000 range

» There are things that could be economize on but cuts here and there won't be
sufficient to reduce costs to the range required.

s Propose that they bring what can be done with the current budget back to the
Committee. Start from the very baseline with budget that we have and build from
there with additions.

* One possibility: significant savings of 10-15% may be achieved by detailed planning
ahead and pufting out to tender with very specific guidelines including colour chips,
trim details, etc. Need to define that level of detail in the specifications and get a
better price from contractor.

s John emphasized that this would require a lot more work initially to get in place,
including decisions made by the Committee.

s In process of doing the required analysis for such an approach.

s Linda asked if doable by next meeting in early July?

« John said it would take extra time upfront to produce cost savings and will push
timeline back.

* He also said there will be additional costs initially in term of redesign and will
analyze cost benefits of such an approach.
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Attachment 3

RICHMOND HERITAGE COMMISSION
Wednesday, September 18, 2013

3990209

UPDATES
Newsletter

Mr. Konkin has circulated notice of the upcoming deadline for the newsletter and
discussion ensued on potential themes for articles in this or the next edition of the
newsletter. It was noted that the kiosk would be a worthy topic once the project has
progressed a bit further. Mr. Evans also discussed writing about his experiences with
costumed first-person narration. Staff encouraged Mr. Evans to approach Peter Harris
about the renovation of the net loft to see if that is being reported on. Commission
members were encouraged to send any suggestions for articles to Ms. Beaumont or Mr.
Evans.

BUSINESS ARISING
a. Kiosk Project

Committee members provided an update on their experience touring Steveston and
creating a focussed inventory of utility kiosks within the core of the Steveston
Village. It was noted that 9 kiosks were identified and a detailed and comprehensive
report has been created and distributed to Commission members electronically.
Currently, the report has been sent to Public Art staff and js awaiting feedback from
both staff and the Public Art Advisory Committee. Councillor Dang recommended
enlisting Tourism Richmond for involvement in this project as well as any other
interested Steveston Heritage groups. Commission members noted their hope that
Public Art Funds can be utilized for this potential pilot project.

b. Development Application Review

Staff provided an update on an amended version of proposed signage for the
Steveston Museum, originally presented in June. Differences with respect to signage
height variance were noted.

[t was moved and seconded
That the Richmond Heritage Commission support the third Post Office sign for
the Stevesion Museum, as presented on September 18, 2013.

CARRIED
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City of Heritage Alteration Permit

Development Applications Division

RIChmOHd 6911 No. 3 Road, Richmond, BC V&Y 2C1

) 73
N 1;45‘:11‘

i o8
LW P

File No.: HA 13 - 636133
To the Holder: City of Richmond

Property Address: 3811 Moncton Street

Legal Description:  Parcel Identifier: 028-088-514
Lot A Section 10 Block 3 North Range7 West New Westminster District
Plan BCP42935

(5.972, Local Government Act)

1. (Reason for Permit) B Designated Heritage Property (5.967)
[0 Property Subject to Temporary Protection (5.965)
OO Property Subject to Heritage Revitalization Agreement (5.972)
M Property in Heritage Conservation Area (s.971)
O Property Subject to s.219 Heritage Covenant

2. This Heritage Alteration Permit is issued to authorize the installation of signs for the buildings at
3811 Moncton Street (Schedule “A”).

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

4. The “Richmond Sign Regulation Bylaw 5560 is hereby varied to:

a) Waive the regulation that No part of 2 Canopy Sign or a Facia Sign shall be higher than the top of
the wall to which it is affixed.

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

AUTHORIZING RESOLUTION NO. <Resolution No.> ISSUED BY THE COUNCIL THE DAY OF
xxx, 2013

DELIVERED THIS <Day> DAY OF <Month>, 2013

MAYOR CORPORATE OFFICER

IT IS AN OFFENCE UNDER THE LOCAL GOVERNMENT ACT, PUNISHABLE BY A FINE OF UP TO $50,000 IN THE CASE OF AN
INDIVIDUAL AND $1,000,000 IN THE CASE OF A CORPORATION, FOR THE HOLDER OF THIS PERMIT TO FAIL TO COMPLY W(TH
THE REQUIREMENTS AND CONDITIONS OF THE PERMIT,
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Schedule “A"
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STEVESTON MUSEUM SIGNAG

IT ‘F’\:

View of Steveslon Musuem Building fram Interseclion of Moncion Street and 1st Avenue
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View of Steveslon Musuem Building from Intersection of Moncton Street and 131 Avenue

SIGNAGE LOCATIONS
STEVESTON MUSEUM SIGNAGE
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Report to Committee

. Richmond Planning and Development Department
To: Planning Committee Date: October 15, 2013
From: Wayne Craig File: RZ 11-593406

Director of Development
Re: Application by Interface Architecture Inc. for Rezoning at 4991 No. 5 Road from

School & Institutional Use (Sl) to Medium Density Townhouses (RTM2)

Staff Recommendation

1.

That Official Community Plan Amendment Bylaw 8947, to redesignate 4991 No. 5 Road
from "Commercial” to "Neighbourhood Residential” in Attachment | to Schedule 1 of
Official Community Plan Bylaw 9000 (City of Richmond 2041 OCP Land Use Map), be
introduced and given first reading.

That Official Community Plan Amendment Bylaw 8948, to redesignate 4991 No. 5 Road
Grom "School/Park Institutional" to "Residential” in Schedule 2.11B of Official Community
Plan Bylaw 7100 (East Cambie Area Plan Land Use Map), be introduced and given first
reading.

That Bylaws 8947 and 8948, having been considered in conjunction with:

e The City’s Financial Plan and Capjtal Program; and
o The Greater Vancouver Regional District Solid Waste and Liguid Waste Management
Plans;

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

That Bylaws 8947 and 8948, having been considered in accordance with OCP Bylaw
Preparation Consultation Policy 5043, is hereby deemed not to require further consultation.
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5. That Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500, Amendment Bylaw 8986, for the rezoning of
4991 No. 5 Road from "School & Institutional Use (ST)" to "Medium Density Townhouses
(RTM2)", be introduced aund given first reading.
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Staff Report
Origin
Interface Architecture Inc. has applied to the City of Richmond for permission to rezone
4991 No. 5 Road (Attachment A) “School and Institutional Use (SI)” to “Medium Density
Townhouses (RTM2)” in order to permit the development of a 108-unit townhouse complex.
The original proposal was to rezone the subject site from “School and Institutional Use (SI)” to
“Low Density Townhouses (RTL4)” for 102 townhouse units. A staff report was reviewed by
Planning Commitice at the meeting on January 22, 2013 (Attachment B), and the application
was referred back to staff. In response to the referral, the applicant revised the proposal to

rezone the subject site from “School and Institutional Use (S1)” to “Medium Density
Townhouses (RTM2)”. A revised conceptual site is provided in Attachment C.

Background

The following referral motion was carried at the January 22, 2013 Planning Committee meeting:

“That the application by Interface Architecture Inc. for rezoning at 4991 No. 5 Road

Srom School & Institutional Use (SI) to Low Density Townhouses (RTL4) be referred

back to staff to:

(a) Consider other development options including but not limited to commercial/retail
or mixed-use development and an increase in density to ensure the best utilization
of the site;

(b)  Research the history of the subjeci sile as il relates to the existing recreational uses
on the site; and

(¢) Examine the potential implications that the loss of the existing on-site private
recreation facility space would have on the City’s recreation facility inventory and
i1s various user groups.”

This supplemental report is being brought forward to provide a response to the referral, to
provide a summary of revisions made to the development proposal, the nature of the associated
variances and amenity contributions, and to present the revised OCP amendment bylaw and
rezoning bylaw for introduction and first reading.

Findings of Fact

Please refer to the attached updated Development Application Data Sheet (Attachmenrt D) for a
comparison of the proposed development data with the relevant bylaw requirements. Please
refer to the original Staff Report dated January 16, 2012 (Attachment B) for information
pertaining to surrounding development, related City policies and studies, pre-Planning
Committee public input and responses, as well as staff comments on tree retention and
replacement, site servicing, transportation, indoor and outdoor amenity space, variances, and
Development Permit considerations.
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Analysis

This analysis section will discuss each of the referrals made by Planning Committee at their
January 22, 2013 meeting.

Development Options

In their referral back to staff, Planning Committee asked staff to work with the applicant to
consider other development options including but not lumited to commercial/retail or mixed-use
development and an increase in density to ensure the best utilization of the site.

In response to the referral, the applicant has reviewed the sites development potential in the
context of Planning Committee’s request, and comments received from the neighbouring
residents through their public consultation process and correspondence submitted to the City.

As a result, the applicant has revised their development proposal to increase the Floor Area Ratio
(FAR) density from 0.6 to 0.65 and increase the number of townhouses from 102 to 108. In
addition, 27 visitor parking spaces are proposed, which exceeds the Zoning Bylaw parking
requirement by an additional five (5) visitor parking spaces. A detailed avalysis of the revised
proposal is provided later in this report.

The applicant considered scveral development options for the site; inciuding commercial,
mixed-use and higher density residential uses. In reviewing the commercial redevelopment
potential of the site, the applicant took into consideration the site Jocation, challenging site
geometry, limited road frontage, and the distance from other commercial uses. After
consideration, the applicant does not consider a stand-alone commercial development, or a
mixed-use development to be economically viable for this site. In reviewing the residential
apartment housing redevelopment potential of the site, the applicant took into consideration the
distance from City Centre, the supply of available apartment housing stock, higher cost of
concrete construction, challenging site geometry, sun shading potential of taller buildings, and
comments received from the neighbouring residents through the earlier public open house and
correspondence submitted to the City. After consideration, the applicant does not consider
apartment development to be economically viable or appropriate for this site.

History of Recreational Uses on the Site

In their referral back to staff, Planning Committee asked staff to research the history of the
subject site as it relates to the existing recreational uses on the site.

The subject lot was created and rezoned in 197! for the construction of a privately-owned tennis
facility. Subdivision and consolidation affecting several privately-owned residential propeities
resulted in the creation of the current lot configuration of the subject property. The resulting lot
was rezoned from General Residential District 3 to Private Recreational District, under

Bylaw 2798. Western Indoor Tennis opened its doors in 1972, The original facility included the
existing east building with indoor tennis courts, two-storey clubhouse with restaurant, and 10
outdoor tennis courts. A temporary “bubble” structure was erected during the winter months
over the westernmost five (5) outdoor tennis courts.
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In 2000, the property was sold to Sportstown BC Operations Ltd. for the development of a
privately-owned recreational complex. The indoor tennis program was maintained and the
clubhouse was renovated. The central arena building was constructed and artificial turf was
installed in both the arena building and the existing “bubble” structure for indoor soccer use.

Tn 2001, the City leased space in the central arena building for gymnastics and rod and gun
recreation uses to replace space that was previously located in the RCA Forum on Sea Island. In
2011, the City exercised its option under the existing lease to extend the lease until 2016. Details
are provided in the attached memo from Community Services staff (Attachment E).

Implications of Sports Facility Loss

In their referral back to staff, Planning Committee asked staff to examine the potential
implications that the loss of the existing on-site private recreation facility space would have on
the City’s recreation facility inventory and its various user groups.

Please refer to the attached memo from Community Services staff regarding their review of the
potential implications of losing the existing on-site private recreation facility space
(Attachment E). Staff advises that there 1s capacity in other facilities to serve the recreation
program needs of tennis and soccer players. In addition, with the City’s lease expiring in early
2016, staff continues to have discussions with both the Rod and Gun Club and the Richmond
Gymnastics Association regarding options for future locations.

Changes Proposed to Zoning Relating to Increased Density

In response to the referral to examine the proposed density, the applicant is requesting an
amendment to the application to rezone the subject site from “School and Institutional Use (S1)”
to “Medium Density Townhouses (RTM2)” for a 108~unit townhouse development with a
density of 0.65 FAR. The original proposal was to rezone the subject site from “School and
Institutional Use (SI)” 10 “Low Density Townhouses {RTL4)” for a 102-unit townhouse
development with a density of 0.60 FAR (Attachment B).
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Proposed Site Planning Changes Arising from Increased Density

The proposed increase in density is mostly accommodated in the addition of six (6) new
townhouse unjts: one (1) new unit in each of the two (2) buildings at the west edge of the site;
and two (2) new units in each of the two (2) buildings beside the indoor amenity building.
Otherwise, the site planning and building massing remain largely the same.

Changes Proposed to Rezoning Considerations Relating to Increased Density

With an increase in requested density for the site, the applicant has also agreed to increase the
voluntary contributions to the City for the following:

o Affordable Housing — The applicant continues to propose to make a cash contribution in
accordance to the City’s Affordable Housing Strategy as a requirement of rezoning. As the
proposal is for townhouses, the applicant 1s making a cash contribution of $2.00 per buildable
square foot as per the Strategy (e.g. $279,101). Although the confribution rate remains the
same as the previous proposal, this contribution has increased from $258,050 as a result of
the increase in proposed density.

¢ Public Art — Staff continue to wotk with the applicant to explore opportunities to participate
in the City’s Public Art Program as a requirement of rezoning. The applicant will participate
in the City’s Public Art Program; with installation of Public Art as a part of the development
in the amount of $0.75 per buildable square foot of residential space (e.g. $104,663), or City
acceptance of a cash contribution in the same amouni to the City’s Public Art fund. This will
be further investigated through the required Development Permit application. Although the
contribution rate remains the same as the previous proposal, this commitment has increased
from §96,770 as a result of the increase in proposed density.

o Leisure Facilities — The applicant continues to propose to support the establishment of City
leisure facilities. The applicant is proposing to contribute $1,000,000 towards the City’s
Leisure Facilities Reserve Fund as a requirement of rezoning. This contribution has
increased from $700,000 associated with the previous proposal. The funds may be used at
Council’s discretion toward City recreation and/or cultural amenities.

All other rezoning considerations as presented in the January 2012 staff report are still included

in the proposal . The revised list of rezoning considerations is included as Attachment F, which
has been agreed to by the applicant (signed concurrence on file).
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Changes Proposed to Requested Variances Relating to Increased Density

The applicant is requesting the following variances to the Richmond Zoning Bylaw and
“Medium Density Townhouses (RTM2)” zone for the project:

¢ Reduce the minunum rear yard (west) from 3 m to 2.2 m for the setback of the south-west
corner of the last buitding (Building 22) to the highway. The rear yard is angled and
increases to 34.0 m as the site narrows to the northwest. This requested variance has been
changed as a result of increasing the number of townhouse units to accommeodate increased
density in response to Planning Committee comments. The setback reduction is mitigated
with: a grade change between the highway and lower site; and proposed sound barrier
fencing construction which is a requirement of MOTI and the rezoning. In addition, the
setback reduction is to an exit/onramp connecting highways 99 and 91. The main highway
travel lanes of both highways are further away from the site.

¢ Reduce the minimum exterior side yard (south) from 6 m 1o 2.3  also for the setback of the
south-west corner of the Jast building (Building 22) to the highway. The exterior side yard is
also angled and increases to 10.9 m as the site widens out to the east. This new requested
variance is a result of increasing the number of townhouse units to accommodate increased
density in response to Planning Comumittee comments. Mitigation for the setback reduction
1s described above.

¢ Increase the percentage of parking spaces permitied in a tandem arrangement from 50% to
90%. This requested variance has been changed from the original proposal of 82% as a
result of increasing the number of townhouse units to accommodate increased density in
response to Planning Coromittee comments.

The variance for tandem parking in 97 units represents 90% of the total number of required
residential parking spaces on the site. This does not comply with the percentage of tandem
parking permitted in the Zoning Bylaw, but the variance can be considered on a site specific
basis for this ‘in-stream’ application.

This ‘in-stream’ application was submitted to the City in 2011, before the 2012 amendments to
the Richmond Zoning Bylaw to limii the percentage of tandem parking in multiple-family
developments. The requested increased percentage of tandem parking is a direct result of
revising the site plan to increase the number of townhousc units in response to comments from
Planning Committee. As described above, six (6) townhouse units were added to the proposal to
increase density on the site.

Development Applications and Transportation staff have reviewed the variance requested related
to parking arrangement for this ‘in-stream’ application and have no concerns. A restnctive
covenant to prohibit the conversion of the tandem garage area into habitable space is a
requirement of rezoning.

All of the variances mentioned above will be reviewed in the context of the overal] detailed

design of the project, including architectural form, site design and landscaping at the
Development Permit stage.
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Financial Impact or Economic Impact

None.
Conclusion

In response to Planning Committee’s referral:

¢ The applicant has considered land use and development options for the site and is proposing
a revised density of 0.65 FAR and an addition of six (6) townhouses for a total of 108 units to
increase the utilization of the site.

¢ The history of recreational uses on the site has been reviewed.

¢ Community Services Department staff has reviewed the potential implications of losing the
existing on-site private recreation facility space. Staff advises that there is capacity in other
facilities to serve the recreational needs of tennis and soccer players. In addition, with the
City’s lease expiring in early 2016, staff continues to have discussions with both the Rod and
Gun Club and the Richmond Gymnastics Association about options for future locations.

The proposed 108-unit townhouse development 1s generally consistent with the Official
Community Plan (OCP) regarding multi-family developments. With the noted variances above,
the proposal generally meets the zoning requirements set out in the Medium Density
Townhouses (RTM2) zone. Overall, the proposed land use, site plan, and building massing
respects the adjacent single detached neighbourhood to the north. Further review of the project
design is required to be completed as part of the Development Permit application review process.

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

On this basis, staff recommends support for the rezoning application.

S Btgeld

Sara Badyal, M. Arch, MCIP, RPP
Planner 2
(604-276-4282)

SB:blg

Attachments:

Attachment A: Location Map & Aerial Photo

Attachment B: Report to Comuuittee dated January 16, 2012

Attachment C: Revised Conceptual Development Plans

Attachument D: Updated Development Application Data Sheet

Attachment E: Memo from Ve Jacques, Senior Manager, Recreation and Sport Services
(dated August 23, 2013)

Attachment F: Revised Rezoning Considerations Concwrence
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Attachment B

City of

Report to Committee

Richmond Planning and Development Department
To: Ptanning Committee Date: January 16, 2012
From: Wayne Craig File: RZ 11-593406

Director of Development

Re: Application by Interface Architecture Inc. for Rezoning at 4991 No. 5 Road from
School & Institutional Use (Sl) to Low Density Townhouses (RTL4)

Staff Recommendation

1. That Official Community Plan Amaendment Bylaw 8947:
¢ Toredesignate 4991 No. 5 Road from "Commercial” to "Neighbourhood Residential" in
Attachment 1 to Schedule 1 of Official Community Plan Bylaw 9000 (City of Richmond
2041 OCP Land Use Map)
be introduced and given first reading.

2. That Official Community Plan Amendment Bylaw 8948:

s To redesignate 4991 No. 5 Road from "School/Park Institutional” to "Residential” in
Schedule 2.11B of Official Community Plan Bylaw 7100 (East Cambie Area Plan Land
Use Map)

be introduced and given first reading,

2. That Bylaws 8947 and 8948, having been considered in conjunction with:
o The City’s I'inancial Plan and Capital Program
s The Greater Vancouver Regional District Solid Waste and Liquid Waste Management
Plans »
are hereby deemed to be consistent with said program and plans, in accordance with
Section 882(3)(a) of the Local Government Act.

3. That Bylaws 8947 and 8948, having been considered in accordance with OCP Bylaw
Preparation Consultation Policy 5043, are hereby deemed not to require further consultation.
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4. That Zoning Amendment Bylaw 8986:
e Torezone 4991 No. 5 Road from "School & Institutional Use (SI)" to "Low Density
Townhouses (RTL4)"
be introduced and given first reading.

[Z

Waysfe Craig
Director of Devielopment

WCk
Att.
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Staff Report
Origin
Interface Architecture Inc. has applied to the City of Richmond for permission to rezone
4991 No. 5 Road (Attachment 1) from School and Institutional Use (SI) to Low Density
Townhouses (RTL4) in order to permit the development of a 102 unit townhouse complex. The
development proposal is predominantly three-storey, with some two-storey end units provided

along the north interface to adjacent single-family properties, and a central single-storey amenity
building. A preliminary site plan and building elevations arc contained in Attachment 2.

The privately owned site currently contains four substantial buildings, an outdoor swimming
pool, and surface parking areas. The existing commercial recreation complex includes a soccer
store, licensed restaurant, and indoor sport facilities. The complex also includes a facility that is
leased by the City for the operation of gymnastics, air pistol and archery programming. The
lease is in effect until February 2016.

The developer is required to enter info a Servicing Agreement as a requirement of rezoning for
the design and construction of: frontage improvements, storm sewer upgrades, and sanitary
Sewer extension.

Findings of Fact

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

Surrounding Development

To the North: Existing single-family dwellings fronting onto Dewsbury Drive on lots zoned
Single Detached (RS1/E)

To the East:  Existing single-family dwellings fronting onto No. 5 Road on lots zoned Single
Detached (RS1/E), and across No. 5 Road is a rear lane and Ministry of
Transportation and Infrastructure (MOTI) right-of-way for BC Highway 91

To the South: MOTI right-of-way for BC Highway 91
To the West: MOTI right-of-way for BC Highway 99

Related Policies & Studies

Official Community Plan (OCP)

The proposed development is located in the East Cambie planning area (Attachment 4). The
application includes OCP amendments to amend the City of Richmond 2041 OCP Land Use
Map Attachment ] (o Schedule 1 and also the East Cambie Area Plan Schedule 2.11B. The City
of Richmond 2041 OCP Land Use Map is proposed to be amended by changing the designation
of the subject site from "Corunercial” to "Neighbourhood Residential”. The East Cambie Area
Plan Land Use Map is proposed 1o be amended by changing the designation of the subject site
from "School/Park Institutional" to "Residential”. The proposed low density townhouse land use
complies with the amendments.
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The applicant is requesting the change in land use to redevelop the commercial sports recreation
complex into a townhouse development. The change is sought as the owner has expressed
concems about the continued economic viability of the business at this location. The addition of
towrthouses will help to address Richmond’s growing population with a variety of housing to
complement the adjacent single family neighbourhood.

OCP Aircrafi Noise Sensitive Development {ANSD) Policy

The site 15 located within Area 2 (High Aircraft Noise Arca) of the ANSD map (Attachment 5).
Area 2 does not allow for consideration of new single family, but does allow consideration of all
other Aircraft Noise Sensitive Land Uses (including dwelling units). The policy also requires the
registration of a restrictive covenant on title to address aircraft noise mitigation and public
awareness. Registration of an aircraft noise sensitive use restrictive covenant is a requirement of
rezoning.

This legal agreement is intended to identify that the proposed development must be designed and
constructed in a manner that mitigates potential aircralt noise within the proposed dwelling units.
Dwelling units must be designed and constructed to achieve:

a) CMHC guidelines for interior noise levels as indicated in the chart below

Portions of Dwelling Units Noise Level (decibels)
Bedrooms 35 decibels
Living, dining, recreation rooms 40 decibels
Kitchen, beathrooms, hallways, and utility rooms 45 decibels

b) The ASHRAE 55-2004 “Thermal Environmental Conditions for Human Occupancy”
standard for interior living spaces.

As part of the required Development Permit, the applicant s required to submit a report and
recommendations prepared by an appropriate registered professional, which demonstrates the
interior noise levels and thermal conditions comply with the policy and the required covenant.
These are also required to be incorporated jinto the future Building Permit,

A preliminary acoustic study prepared by BKL Consultants in Acoustics has been submitted to
the City. The study includes recommendations for construction upgrades to the roof and walls,
upgrades to windows for bedrooms, and installation of a sound barrier wall along the highway
frontage. The Ministry of Transportation and Infrastructure requires the developer to install a
sound barrier as a buffer to Highway 91 and the ramp onto Highway 91 (See MOTI section
below). MOTI approval, including an arrangement to construct the sound barrier is a condition
of rezoning.
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Floodplain Management Implementation Strategy

The applicant is required to comply with the Flood Plain Designation and Protection Bylaw
(No. 8204). In accordance with the Flood Management Strategy, a Flood Indemnity Restrictive
Covenant is required prior to rezoning bylaw adoption. The subject site is located in Area A,
which requires a minimum flood construction level of 2.9 m GSC for habitable space, or no
lower than 0.3 m above the highest crown of road.

The proposal complies, with a ground floor Jevel of approximately 3.0 m, which is 0.3 m above
the highest crown of No. 5 Road in front of the subject site. In the portions of the site where
neighbouring propertics are lower than the required flood construction level, the proposed design
has yards that slope down to meet the existing grade at the property lines. This improves the
transition to neighbouring properties and successful tree retention.

Affordable Housing Strategy

The applicant proposes to make a cash contribution in accordance to the City’s Affordable
Housing Strategy. As the proposal is for townhouses, the applicant is making a cash contribution
of $2.00 per buildable square foot as per the Strategy (e.g. $258,050).

The City’s existing Affordable Housing Strategy requites townhouse developments to provide a
cash contribution, regardless of the size of the development. The large size of the subject
townhouse rezoning application is rare, but a cash contribution is appropriate given the City’s
existing policy.

Community Services staff are currently reviewing the City’s Affordable Housing Strategy, and
are anticipating submitting a separate staff report for Council consideration later this year. The
review will include Jooking at contribution rates for all forms of development, and the provision
of Affordable Housing units in'larger scale townhouse developments.

Public Art Policv

Staff are working with the applicant to explore opportunities to participate in the City’s Public
Art Program. The applicant will participate in the City’s Public Art Program with installation of
Public Art as a part of the development in the amount of $0.75 per buildable square foot of
residential space (e.g. $96,770), or City acceptance of a cash contribution in the same amount to
the City’s Public Axrt fund. This will be further investigated through the required Development
Permit application.

City Lease

The privately owned site currently contains a mix of private and comununity sport programming,
as well as retai) and restaurant spaces. The City has an existing lease for indoor facilities on the
site for the operation of gymnastics, air pisto) and archery programming until February 2016.

Community Services staff have reviewed the proposal and are not opposed to the rezoning
proceeding as the lease secures the facility untd 2016.
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The property owner has advised City staff that they would be willing to allow the City to
terminate the lease should the City so desire.

Prior to final adoption of the Rezoning, Community Services staff will provide a separate staff
report presenting information for Council consideration regarding:

e How gymnastics programming mmay be accommodated as part of the City's Capital plan.

e Business terms associated with lease termination in the event that the City and the property
owner come to an agreement on terminating the tease prior to February 2016.

The applicant is proposing to contribute $700,000 towards the City’s Leisure Facilities Reserve
Fund as a requirement of rezoning. This amenity contribution was reviewed in consultation with
Community Services, Recreation Services, and Real Estate Services staff. Staff agreed that the
contribution could assist the City in replacing the existing gymnastics facility given that it is only
secured until February 2016. The proposed amenily contribution does not impact the City’s
ability to continue to utilize the lease space until the lease expiration in February 2016.

Consultation

BC Ministry of Transportation and Infrastructure (MOTI)

Approval from the BC Ministry of Transportation & Infrastructure (MOTT) is a requirement of
rezoning as the subject site is located within 800 m of a controlled access to a Provincial
Highway. Staff have reviewed the rezoning application with MOTI staff and impact of highway
noise on future residents is a concem. MOTTI requires that the developer install sound barrier
fencing inside the MOTI right-of-way at the top of bank. Approximately 450 m of barrier will
be constructed by the developer through a separate MOTI permit process. MOTI will take over
ownership & maintenance of the barrier once completed.

Vancouver International Airport (YVR)

This application was not referred to YVR because the proposed multi-family land use complies
with the OCP Aircraft Noise Sensitive Development Policy. As discussed above, the property is
located in Area 2 of the policy, which allows for consideration of all new aircraft noise sensitive
land uses, except single family. As a courtesy, staff has provided information regarding the
rezoning application to YVR staff.

School District No. 38 (Richmond)

This application was not referred to School District No. 38 (Richmond) because it does not have
the potential to generate 50 or more school aged children. According to OCP Bylaw Preparation
Consultation Policy 5043, which was adopted by Council and agreed to by the School District,
residential developments which generate less than 50 school aged children do not need to be
referred to the School District (e.g., typically around 295 multiple-family housing units). As a
courtesy, staff has provided information regarding the rezoning application to school district
staff.
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Public Input

The development application process to date has included a public information meeting before
the rezoning application was submitted to the City and the installation of informational signage
on the site. The Public Hearing will include notification to neighbours and local newspaper
advertising. Public input has been received through the open house meeting and correspondence.

The applicant hosted a public information meeting before submitting a rezoning application to
the City. Approximately 21 to 25 people attended the meeting which was held from Spm to 8
pm on June 20, 2011 at the East Richmond Commuanity Hall on Cambie Road. Invitations were
delivered to more than 150 properties, including properties in the neighbourhood north of the site
and properties in the block on the opposite side of No. 5 Road (Attachment 6). The
development team provided a presentation on a preliminary design proposal (massing sketches,
typical floor plan and clevations). The following concerns about the development proposal were
expressed at the meeting (with response included in ‘bold italics’):

o Three-storey building height — In response to the concern, building height was stepped
down to provide two-storey units for the majority of the north edge of the site, which is tire
inferface to single-family properties fronting onto Dewsbury Drive. Overall, the
development is predominantly Three-storey in height, wlich is typical for townhouse
development throughout the City and allows for more consolidated building footprints and
increased open space.

e Excessive vehicle speed of No. 5 Road traffic — Speeding has been an issue for northbound
vehicles. A speed study conducted in July 2011 indicated an average speed on No. 5 Road
in the northbound direction of 70 kph over a one-week period, which is significantly
higher than the 50 kph speed limit. As a result, staff have notified RCMP fo target
enforcement along the No. 5 Roud corridor, between Cambie Road and the Highway 91
overpass.

To help reduce vehicle speeding, installution of a digital speed board is a requirement of
rezoning.
e Safety crossing No. 5 Road — There is a special crosswalk on No. 5 Road at McNeely Drive,

adjacent fo the bus stops and approximately 250 m north of the subject site. Staff will
continue fo monitor pedestrian activify in the area.

e Lack of a sidewalk south of the site to the Natwe Park —Staff have forwarded the request to
MOTI as the highway right-of-way south of the subject site is under their jurisdiction. Tie
JSrontage of the subject site will be upgraded as a requirement of the rezoning. A new
sidewalk will be pulled away from the street edge behind a landscaped boulevard to
improve the pedestrian environment in front of this site. Concrete sidewalk exists along
the west side of No. 5 Road from Cambie Road south to the abutment of the Highway 91
overpass, linking the residential areas to the Cambie shopping centre.

e Difficulty for the neighbourhood (Dewsbury, Deerfied and Dumont) to gain access to/from
No. 5 Road —~ The existing recreation facility generates traffic that is higher than the
estimated traffic that will be generated by the proposed townhouse development according
to the Traffic Study subniitted to the City. With the proposed change to a lownhouse
development, it is estimated that there will be a slight increase in traffic generated in the
morning peak hour of about 15 vehicles and a reduction in the afternoon peak hour of
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approximately 35 veliicles. The 15 additional velicles in the morning is anticipated to
have minimal impact to the surrounding road system as it translates 1o just one additional
car every four minutes and can be accommodated by the adjacent road network capacity
and geometry with no significant impact to traffic on the nearby streets. In the evening,
traffic to and from this site will reduce.

e Neighbours are finding too many cars being parked in front of their homes — The existing
recreation facility can have surges in parking demand, due to special events. The proposed
lownliouse use will generate a more regular and consistent traffic and parking pattern as
compared lo the existing recreation facility, with less likelihood for parking to spillover to
the residential neighbourhood.

The proposed development meets the off-street parking requirement in the Zoning bylaw
with two parking spaces for each unit and 21 visitor parking spaces. Through the
Development Permif review, the applicant and staff will explore opportunities to provide
additional visitor parking on-site.

Restricted parking is generally permitted along No. 5 Road, although it is not permitted in
the MOTI highway ROW 1o the soutl. On the west and east sides of No. 5 Road in front of
the site and northward to Cambie Road, parking is permitted from 6pm to 7am. On the
east side, it is also permitted from 9 am to 4 pm.

The City’s Traffic Control and Regulation Bylaw restricts parking in front of a residential
house over three hours. Residents experiencing parking issues are encouraged 1o contact
the RCMP non-emergency line.

» Proposed density was too high; it would generate too much noise and potential unwanted
activity — Low density townhouse zoning (RTL4) is proposed, with a maximum floor area
rafio of 0.6 and maximum building height of three-storeys.

e Shadowing of the backyards of the adjacent neighbours to the north — The design minimizes
the shadow impact af the north edge of the site by minimizing the building massing along
the shared north property line through turning the buildings, stepping down the building
height from three-storey to two-storeyp for end units, increasing the side yard sethack for
two-stforey units, and providing a larger sethack for three-storey unifs.

o Lack of a grocery store in the ncighbourhood — Retail grocery store development is not
proposed.

o City owned park use preferred — Community Services staff have reviewed the proposal and
are nof opposed to the rezoning. The City has no plans to acquire the sife for park use.
The neighbourhood is served by the Nature Park and King George Park.

o Single-family usc preferred — Because the site is located within a High Aircraft Noise Area,
new single-family land use at this location would not comply with the OCP (see Aircraft
Noise Sensitive Development section above). Multi-family development with acoustic and
thermal measures to ensure resident comfort is recommended.

o Construction process site vibration and noise — The developer has been provided with a copy
of the City’s good neighbour brochure, which provides information to developers
regarding construction disturbance in single-family neighbourhoods. The developer is
required to comply with the City’s noise bylaw which dddresses the permitted level of noise,
and hours of construction.
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Impacts of the development on property taxes for neighbours — Staff are not aware that the
development proposal will significantly impact the property tuxes for the neighbours.

Public correspondence has been received regarding the public information meeting and regarding
the rezoning application (Attachment 7). Residents of the adjacent single-family
neighbourhood to the north expressed the following concerns (with response included in ‘bold
italics’):

Excessive vehicle speed of No. 5 Road traffic — This concern was also raised af the public
information meeting. See comments above.

Increased traffic volume worsening the existing difficulty for the neighbourhood (Dewsbury,
Deerfied, Dumont, McNeely and Dallyn) to gain access to/from No. 5 Road and to/from
Cambie Road — This concern was also raised af the public information meeting. See
comments above.

Overflow street parking as a result of garages being used for storage instead of parking.
During Sporistown special events (ie. tennis tournament), our streets are Jittered with the cars
of the patrons, as no parking 1s permitted on No. 5 Road — This concern was also raised at
the public information meeting. See comments above.

Loss of amenuties: restaurant, gymnastics, tennis and outdoor swimming pool — The subject
site is a privately owned commercial site and the property owner has expressed concerns
about the economic viability of the commercial facility. The proposal does result in the
loss of amenities on this privately owned site, however, amenities are available elsewhere
in the City. There are nearby restaurants at the Cambie Neighbourhood Service Cenfre at
No. 5 Road and Cambie Road and additional commercial amenities may be considered
tirough the future planning of the Neighbourhood Service Centre. As noted above, the
City has secured space on the subject site for gymnastics programming unlil the lease
expires in February 2016. Prior to final adoption of the rezoning, Community Services
staff will provide information for Council consideration regarding gymnastics
programming. Indoor tennis is available to the public in Minoru Park and Steveston Park.
The small outdoor swimming pool on the site is not part of the inventory of public serving
aquatic facilities.

Safety of proposed townhouse units from potential highway accidents —This is under the
Jurisdiction of MOTI, who have reviewed the proposed redevelopment of this site.

Noise and pollution from highway traffic and townhouse residents — As suggested by MOTI,
the developer has agreed to construct sound barrier fencing along the highway interface as
a requirement of rezoning.

Single-family use preferted — This concern was also raised at the public information
meeting. See commenis above.

Location may result in the units being purchased as investments, rented out, and used as
grow ops and drug labs — The townhouse proposul will complement the single-family
neighbourhood with housing choice.

Impact of secondary access on Dewsbury Road — A single driveway to No. 5 Road is
proposed for the development. There is no access to Dewsbury Road. A secondary
emergency access is not required for this development; fire suppression sprinkler systems
are required for the rear portion of the townhouse development.
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Staff Technical Review comments are included. No significant concerns have been identified

through the technical review.

Tree Retention and Replacement

Existing Retained Compensation
On-site trees 24 10 trees retained 2:1 replacement ratio
3 trees relocated for removal of 11 trees
Off-site trees on S trees 5 trees To be protected
neighbouring 2 hedges 2 hedges
properties
Off-site trees in MOTI 39 39 To be protected
Highway ROW
Off-site trees in City 3 3 To be protected
boulevard

A Tree Survey and a Certified Arborist’s report were submitted in support of the application
and reviewed by the City’s Tree Preservation Coordinator. A Tree Preservation Plan is
included in Attachment 2.

The developers are not permitted to endanger neighbouring off-site trees, as detailed in the
City of Richmond Tree Protection Information Bulletin Tree-03. These include: three (3)
street trees (Tag# A, B and C) in the adjacent No. S Road boulevard; five (5) trees and two
(2) hedges (Tag# D, E, F, G, H, J and Hedge) in the adjacent properties to the north; and 39
off-site trees located in the MOTI highway ROW to the south.

The City’s Tree Preservation Coordinator reviewed the Arborist’s Report and concurs with

the rernoval of 11 bylaw-sized trees onsite, including:

o Two (2) trees (Tag#524 and 525) located up against the existing building at the main
entry, which have been previously topped and should be removed and replaced;

o Five (5) trees (Tag#573, 577, 578, 579 and 580) located along the north property line in
poor condition; and

o Four (4) trees (Tag#562, 564, 568 and 569) located along the southwest property line in
poor condition.

The developers have agreed to retain and protect 10 trees onsite:

o Four (4) trees located along the north property line, including a Sawara Cypress, two (2)
Norway Spruces and a Dawn Redwood (Tag# 572, 574, 575 and 576).

o One (1) Willow Oak (Tag# 522) in the No. 5 Road streetscape.

o One (1) Norway Spruce (Tag# 570) at the west corner of the site.

o A group of Biter Cherry trees (Tag# 571) at the southwest edge of the site.
Note: four (4) trees in this grouping are on the development site and two (2) are on the
Highway Right-of Way (ROW).
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+ The developers have agreed to protect and relocate three (3) Japanese maple trees (Tag# 526,
527 and 528) located in a raised planting bed at the main entry to the existing building. An
appropriate location on site will be determined through the Development Permit application.
Written confirmation from a tree moving company that these trees will be relocated on site is
a requirement of rezoning.

« The project Arborist recommends removing 2 of the 5 neighbouring off-site trees in the
adjacent property to the north at 11660 Dewsbury Drive (tag# E and H) due to their existing
poor condition. The developer has delivered this information to the property for the owney’s
consideration. A trec removal permit application may be submitted to the City for
consideration with the written permission from the adjacent property owner with whom the
trees are shared. These trees will be protected unless the neighbouring owner grants
permission for their removal.

The project Arborist recommends removing seven (7) of the 39 neighbouring off-site trees in
the MOTI highway ROW. The developer is discussing this information with MOTI and the
applicant must obtain written permission from the MOTI prior to removal of any of these
trecs.

« Based on the 2:1 tree replacement ratio goal stated in the Official Community Plan (OCP),
22 replacement trees are required for the removal of 11 bylaw-sized trees. According to the
Preliminary Landscape Plan included in Attachment 2, the developer is proposing to exceed
this number of replacement trees on site to supplement the ten (10) retention trees and three
(3) relocated trees. The landscape plan will be further refined through the required
Development Permit application.

+ The Certified Arborist will need to work with the Architect, Landscape Architect and Civil
Engineer to ensure the design accommodates the tree and hedge protection. The design will
be further reviewed and refined at the Development Permit stage.

« Tree protection fencing is required to be instalied to City standards prior to any construction
activities occurring on site. In addition, a contract with a Certified Arborist to monitor all
works to be done near or within the tree protection zone is a requirement of rezoning.

Site Servicing

An upgrade to the existing storm sewer along No. 5 Road is required. Approximately 85 m of
the existing storm sewer pipe is required to be upgraded from 450 mm diameter pipe {o the larger
of 900 mm or OCP size. The works extend beyond the site frontage to tie into the two (2)
existing storm manholes along No. 5 Road (storm manholes STMH6923 and STMH6922). A
site analysis will be required on the Servicing Agreement drawings (for site connection only).

An independent review of servicing requirements has concluded that the existing sanitary sewer
along Dewsbury Drive will support the proposed development with the addition of an extension
to accommodate site connection. Approximately 150 m of new 200 mm diameter sanitary sewer
is required to be constructed along No. 5 Road and Dewsbury Drive to connect the southeast
corner of the subject site with the closest sanitary manhole on Dewsbury Drive (sanitary manhole
SMHS5377).
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At future Building Permit stage, the developer is required to submit fire flow calculations signed
and sealed by a professional engineer based on the Fire Underwriter Survey to confirm that there
is adequate available water flow. Due to the depth of the lot and single driveway, water flow
will be required to service on-site private hydrants and sprinklers.

Transportation
One (1) driveway off No. 5 Road is proposed for the large townhouse development on a deep lot.

Frontage improvements are a requirement of rezoning. The developer is required to enter into a
Servicing Agreement for the design and construction of frontage improvements including, but
are not limited to: new 1.5 m wide concrete sidewalks at the new property line and grass
boulevard with street trees to the existing curb.

In response to neighbourhood concerns, the applicant proposes to contribute $10,000 towards a
speed-reader board as a requirement of rezoning. This contribution will facilitate the installation
of one (1) speed-reader board. The proposed location of the board is on the east side of No. 5
Road between the Highway 99 and Highway 91 bridges which is primarily a highway shoulder
environment. The intent of the speed-reader board is to provide real-time feedback to drivers on
their current speed with the objective of deterring speeding. This measure is aimed to help
address vehicular speeding in the northbound direction on No. 5 Road and remind drivers to slow
down in light of the unique conditions of this section of No. 5 Road where vehicles in tbe
northbound direction tend to gain speed due to the downward grade from the Highway 99
overpass.

Staff do not intend use similar speed-reader boards as a regular measure to address speeding
issues in other urban streets as it is recognized that there may be adverse aesthetic impacts. After
installation of the proposed board, Transportation staff will monitor its effectiveness and will
remove it if deemed ineffective.

Indoor Amenity Space

The applicant is proposing to provide an indoor amenity building located in the central outdoor
amenity area. The proposed size meets the Official Community Plan (OCP) guidelines. The
detailed design will be refined as part of the Development Permit application.

Qutdoor Amenily Space

The proposed outdoor amenity space size nieets the Official Community Plan (OCP) guidelines.
Pedestrian paths are provided throughout the site and consolidated outdoor space is proposed to
be provided in three areas on the site: a west children’s play area, a central amenity space, and an
east entry gateway. The design of the children’s play area and landscape details will be refined
as part of the Development Permit application.
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Analysis

The proposal is generally in compliance with the development guidelines for multiple family
residential developments. The proposed height, siting and orientation of the buildings respect
the massing of the existing single-family homes to the north and east. The 11 units immedjately
adjacent to neighbouring single-family dwellings have been reduced in height to two-storeys and
have a setback of 4 m. Ouly units with a greater setback (more than 6 m) have a building height
of three-storeys. The building height and massing will be controlled through the Development
Permit process.

Reaguested Vanances

The proposed development s generally tn compliance with the Medium Density Townhouses
(RTL4) zone. The applicant is requesting the following variances for the project:

* Reduce the minimum rear yard from 6 m to 3.9 m for the southwest corner of the last
building (Building 22).

» Allow tandem parking spaces in eighty-three (83) of the units.

All of the variances mentioned above will be reviewed in the context of the overall detailed
design of the project, including architectural form, site design and landscaping at the
Development Permit stage.

Transportation staff have reviewed the variance requested related to parking arrangement and
have no concems. A restrictive covenant to prohibit the conversion of the tandem garage area
into habitable space is a requirement of rezoning.

Transportation staff are currently reviewing the City-wide provision of tandem parking in
townhouse development and are anticipating submitting a separate staff report for Council
consideration this spring.

The variance for tandem parking in 83 units represents 81.4% of the total number of units. Staff
will continue to work with the applicant through the required Development Permit process to
investigate opportunities to reduce the percentage of units with tandemn parking and increase the
number of visitor parking spaces, including any recommendations that may come out of the City-
wide tandem parking review.

Design Review and Future Development Permit Considerations

A Developrent Permit will be required to ensure that the development is sensitively integrated
into the neighbourhood. Through the Developraent Permit application review process, the
following 1ssues will to be further examined and additional issues may be identified:

» Review of detailed building form and architectural character,

» Review of detailed landscaping design.
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+  Review of fire fighting provisions. Due to the lot depth and single vehicle access, most of
the buildings are required to have sprinklers, the site layout is required to provide
opportunities for fire trucks to turn around, and private hydrants are required to be provided
opsite. Richmond Fire Rescue has reviewed the proposal and does not object to the rezoning.

«  Review of opportunities to increase the number of visitor parking spaces.
* Review of convertible and aging in place features. Seven (7) convertible units are proposed
and aging in place features are proposed in all units.

=. Review of site design and grade for the survival of protected trees.

Financial Impact or Ecoanomic Impact

None.

Conclusion

The proposed 102-unit townhouse development is generally consistent with, the Official
Community Plan (OCP) regarding roulti-family developments. With the noted variances above,
the proposal generally meets the zoning requirements set out in the Low Density Townhouses
(RTL4) zone. Overall, the proposed land use, sile plan, and building massing respects the
adjacent single-family neighbourhood to the north. Further review of the project design is
required to be completed as part of the Development Permit application review process.

The list of rezoning considerations is included as Attachment 8, which has been agreed to by the
applicants (signed concurrence op file).

On this basis, staff recommends support for the rezoning application.

S sy

Sara Badyal, M. Arch, MCIP, RPP
Planner 2

SB:kt

Attachment 1. Location Map & Aerial Photo

Attachment 2: Conceptual Developnient Plans

Attachment 3: Development Application Data Sheet

Attachment 4:. East Cambic Planning Area Site Context Map

Attachment 5: OCP Aircraft Noise Sensitive Development Policy Contexr Map
Attachment 6: Open House Notification Area Map

Attachment 7: Public Correspondence

Attachment 8: Rezoning Considerations Concurrence
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4 City of
- 87| y Development Application Data Sheet
Richmond Development Applications Division

RZ 11-593406 ' Attachment 3
Address: 49291 No. 5 Road

Applicant: Interface Architecture Inc.

Planning Area{s). East Cambie ]

Owner: Sportstown BC Operations Ltd. Unknown

Site Size (m?): Approximately 19,945 m? No change

Land Uses: Commercial Sports Facility Multi-Family Residentia!

OCP Designation: Commercial Neighbourhood Residential

Area Plan Designation: School/Park Institutional Residential

Zoning: School & Institutional Use (SI) Low Density Townhouses (RTL4)

Number of Units:

Commercial Sports Facility Complex

102 townhouses

Aircraft Noise Sensitive
Development Policy:

Area 2: High Atrcraft Noise Area. All
Aircraft Noise Sensitive Land Uses
{except new single famity) may be
considered

— Bylaw Requirement Proposed '

Complies

3646966

Floor Area Ratio Max. 0.6 0.6 None permitted
Lot Coverage — Building Max. 40% 32% None
Lot Size Min. 50 m lot width 64 m widih {average) None
Min. 35 m lot depth 306 m depth (average)

Setback:
Front Yard (No. 5 Road) Min, 6 m 6mto 424 m None
Interior Side Yard (North) Min, 3 m 35mto7.2m None
Exterior Side Yard {South) Min. 8 m 76mto10.9m None
Rear Yard Min. 8 m 3.9mto30.8 m 2.1 m reduction
Building Height Max. 12 m (3-storeys) Max. 12 m (Max 3-storeys) None
Off-street Parking Spaces:
Resident 204 204
Visitor 21 21 None
(Accessible) (5) (3)
Total 225 225

. . 81.4% of units .
Tandem Parking Spaces Not permitted (166 spaces in 83 units) 83 units
Small Car Parking Spaces Max. 50% 8.4% (19 spaces in 19 units) None
Amenity Space — Indoor. Min. 100 m? 109 m? None
Amenity Space - Outdoor: Min. 612 m? 614 m? None
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ATTACHMENT 4

Land Use Map

East Cambie Planning Area
Site Context Map
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SCHEDULE B

ATTACHMENT 5

LT

I

==
~Zrrerr TN .
“~ AREA 2 [111 | T"ﬁll\ ]fl.'r‘#

L]

TN ""MH
N CE 1NREAN

T ]

I TT T Il

AREA3

N

I RZ 11\'593406

SH’E

AREA 3

LEGEND
Aldreraft Noise Sensitive Development Policy (ANSD) Avreas
(see Aircraft Noise Sensitive Development Policy Table)
No New Aircraft Noise Areas Where Aircraft Noise No Aircraft Noise
Sensitive Land Uses: Sensitive Land Uses Mitigation Requirements:
May be Considered: '
. i Subject to Aircraft Noise AREA 5 - All Aircraft Noise Sensitive
AREA 1A - New Aircraft Nojse Mitigation Requirements: Land Use Types May Be Considered.
Sensitive Land Use Prohibited. ARES 2 Kl " &
: - ircraft Noise Sensitive cwansan1 Ohjective
. . . jective: To support
AREA 1B - New Residential Land Uses (Except New Single Family) the 2010 Olympic Speed Skating
Land Uses Prohibited. May be Considered (see Table for Oval
exceptions). - Residential use: Up to 2/3 of
_ . . B the buildable square feet (BSF);
AREA 3 - All Aircraft Noise Sensitive - Non-residential use: The
Land Use Types May Be Considered. remaining BSF (e.g., 1/3)

AREA 4 - All Aircraft Noise Sensitive
Land Use Types May Be Considered.

Aircraft Noise Sensitive

Development Location Map
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Public Correspondence

Correspondence Received Regarding Public Information Meeting

Marie Murtagh

Ben Gnyp

Correspondence Received Regarding Rezoning Application

Marie Murtagh

Kim and Rose Mah
Samuel and Noreen Roud
Tom N. Uyeyama

Suresh and Tripta Kurl
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From: Marie Murtagh [mailto:illawarra@shaw.cal
Sent: Monday, June 27, 2011 8:34 AM

To: info@interfacearchitecture.com

Subject: Sportstown Feedback

Importance: High

Goodmorning

My name is Marie Murtagh and | {ive on Dumont Street in Richmond. | recently attended your
information meeting, regarding the proposed redevelopment of the Sportstown Complex. | am
strongty opposed to this proposed redevelopment for a variety of reasons:

-Traffic. It has become increasingly difficuit to navigate out of Dewsbury onto No. 5 Rd, and the
traffic has increased substantially in the 15+ years that we have lived in this neighbourhood.
The thought of another 240 anticipated vehicles entering/exiting the proposed townhouse
complex would have a direct, negative effect on our current neighbourhood. Neighbours living
on McNeely have also expressed concern about how this extra traffic may impact their ability to
exit their neighbourhood onto No. 5 Rd.

-Parking While it may be true that 2 car parking may be available at the complex for'each
townhouse, it is also true that the majority of people living in Richmond use their garages as
basements, and as a result, park at least one vehicle on the street. It is quite possible therefore,
that of 120 townhouses, there will be a number of residents who will need to park their vehicles
on the road. In addition, it these people own trucks or vans, it is a guarantee that they will be
parking on the street as the space provided for vehicies in a complex is typically narrow. [ am
very aware of this tendency because there are several townhouse complexes in my area
(Capistrano for one) and the street is typically full with parked cars on each side.

Parking on No. 5 Rd. would not be possible, so in all likelihood these people may be using our
streets (Dewsbury efc.) to park their vehicles. Our streets are not wide, and it is already a
problem to safely navigate this area in a car, due to the high number of parked cars already;
adding more vehicles to this is not the answer. | know that during special events at Sportstown,
our streets are cluttered with vehicles. However, these events are not typical, so it is something
that we 'endure’ for a day or an evening.

-Amenities. Our neighbourhood needs more amenities, not less. Our family have used all the
amenities at this complex: tennis; gymnastics, the pup/restaurant and the pool. We enjoy being
able to walk to/from a puo without having lo drink/drive. \We need more services, not more
people.

| did attend your initial meeting, and | think it was guite clear that no resident was in favour of
your development as it was presented. if fact, the majority of people were strongly opposed. In
light of this, | am hoping that you will keep us informed of any future meetings or applications
with the City of Richmond.

Sincerely
Marie Murtagh
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From: Marie Murtagh [mallto: |Hawarra@t:hc,w ca]
Sent: Monday, June 27, 2011 12:18 PM

To: info@interfacearchitecture.com

Subject: No to rezoning of 4991 No. 5 Rd
Importance: Righ

Re: proposed rezoning and redevelopment of property at 4391 No. 5 Road Richmond.

| am emphatically opposed to the proposed redevelopment at the site at 4391 No. 5
Road (commonly known as Sports Town) as illustrated at the meeting at the East
Richmond Community Hall on Monday June 20, 2011.

My family and | have lived on Dumont Street since September 1924, We enjoy the
serenity of our neighbourhood. The enormity of the proposed development would
result in over-crowding in our neighbourhood. In the past Sports Town held various
soccer and tennis tournaments. Our neighbourhood was choked with traffic and sports
related vehicles were parked bumper tobumper in front of our house for the duration of
the tournament. Our street would be used as an over-flow parking lot on a permanent
basis if the proposed development was approved.

| prefer the zoning remain the same and the land used consistently with its parameters.
If the zoning must be changed (e.g. if a dire need for more housing was proven) i would
prefer single family zoning to keep site consistent with the surrounding neighbourhood.

There are two new townhouse complexes under construction nearby (one on
Woodhead across from St. Monica's church and one on No.5 Road near Daniel's
Road). So renters who would fike to buy their first new home in East Richmond can
have an opportunity to do so. There are many resale townhouse units for sale in the
California Point neighbourhood, so there is no need for the subject site to be zoned
multi-family.

Over the past week | chatted with a few neighbours about the proposed development
and 1 failed to find one who was in favour of it.

| look forward to your response.
Ben Gnyp

4771 Dumont Street
Richmond, BC
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Badyal, Sara

From: Marie Murtagh [illawama@shaw.ca]

Sent: Saturday, 25 February 2012 01:18 PM
To: Badya), Sara; Badyal, Sara
Subject: . Redevelopment proposal at 4891 No. 5 Ra.

February 18, 2012
Dear Sara,

First of all, let me explain that Bill Dhaliwal from the City’s Transportation Planning
Department, passed on your contact information to me.

My name is Marie Murtagh, and my husband and | purchased our home on Dumont
Street 18 years ago.

Our home is close by, but not adjacent, to the Sportstown Complex at 4991 Number 5
Road. Over the years we have come to enjoy the convenience of having a local
restaurant/pub that is within walking distance; where our children have participated in
the gymnastics and in the tennis lessons at different ages and stages; and where
many a birthday party has been hosted at their outdoor pool!

Last year, we were very disappointed to learn that we may be losing this
neighbourhood amenity, and that a proposal is underway to rezone this property in
order to build over 100 townhouses on this very awkwardly positioned piece of land. |
say awkward, because it is has highway 99 and Highway 91 adjacent to it, and the
entrance/exit is off No. 5 rd, where driving habits often resemble a highway.

The architects for this project did host a meeting last June to present the residents.with
some information regarding their proposal. To say that the residents were less than
enthusiastic about the project is an understatement. Their opposition to this proposed
redevelopment is based on a number of reasons, most of which related to noise and
traffic related issues.

At that meeting, | was told by someone representing the developer (Interface
Architecture Inc.) that | had "to face facts; that this project was a done deal, and would
be going ahead, whether we liked it or not”. | have to admit, that such open arrogance
for the so-called process of public consultation infuriated me. Perhaps | am naive, but |
still believe that the public voice is an important component of a redevelopment
process. | am confident that the City will take into consideration what residents think;
what residents know; and what concerns residents share. | am also hoping that City
Council’s decision is not based entirely on a developer's promise to increase the

number of Richmond citizens who will ultimately pay property tax to the City.
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| am writing to you today, {o ask you to consider the impact that this townhouse
complex could have on our neighbourhood (Dewsbury, Dumont, Deerfield) and on

No.5 Rd. In order for you to better appreciate my concerns, | am outlining the current
situation. .

¢ Currently during rush hours, most cars driving down No. 5 Rd, drive past the
entrance to Sportstown, well over the speed limit. Many times, excessively over
the speed limit, and the volume of cars is significant. | personally know how
difficult it is as a resident to turn onto No. 5 Rd. from Dewsbury. Sometimes it
involves waiting at the stop sign for several minutes before it appears safe to
turn.

¢ The RCMP are already familiar with this area, and over the years, make a point
of nabbing the speeders who race down the overpass, on their way to Cambie
Rd. | wonder if this information is typically shared with the City when a re-
development application is under consideration? Does the RCMP work
collaboratively with the City, or are these separate entities that operate
independent of each other.

s According to the most recent sign on the Sportstown Property, the proposed
townhouse complex will have over 100 units. This means that on average, there
could be somewhere between 150-200 exira vehicles entering/exiting at 4991
No. 5 Rd on a daily basis. There is no doubt that this extra activity will have a
significant impact the ability of the residents who live in the ‘3D' area (Dewsbury,
Deerfied and Dumont) o exit or enter their neighbourhood from No. 5 Rd.

e QOur other option is to drive along Dewsbury in the opposite direction, where it
meets Dallyn Road, and travel over the several speed humps to arrive at another
equally congested and deadly intersection. Dallyn and Cambie Roads.

e |n addition to increased volume on No. 5 Rd, the residents are also concerned
about the number of townhouse occupants, who will park their cars on our
aiready congested streets. Experience has taught us, that when Sportstown
hosts a special event (ie. tennis tournament) our streets are litered with the cars
of the patrons, as ho parking is permitted on No. 5 Rd.

e Furthermore, one only has to look at any large townhouse complex in this area to
know that residents use the streets to park their extra vehicles. For example,
along McNeely Drive, the streets are always full of parked cars on each side
outside the townhouse complexes. While it is true that the units do come with
garages, most people in Richmond consider the garage their basement, and
prefer to leave their vehicles parked on the street.

PLN - 166
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| am wondering If the City is aware of the traffic issues that [ have outlined, as it
pertains directly to this rezoning proposal.

The 3D residents (Dewsbury, Dumont and Deerfield) are equally concerned about:

o the safely of the residents who will live in these townhouses which will
undoubtedly be built beside the East-West Connector. (will there be protective
barriers to protect units in the event of a traffic accident?)

¢ the noise and the pollution that these potential residents will be exposed 1o, with
their windows opening onto major highways. The sound of trucks driving by may
be endurable for someone staying in a motel overnight, but it is hardly the ideal
setting for families raising children.

At the June 2011 information meeting, | inquired why single family homes were not
being considered for this property, and | was told that no one would buy a house that is
so close to the highways. | found this response rather comical given the present real
estate situation. Currently we have properties all over this neighbourhood being
‘rebuilt’ and sold as enormous million dollar mansions which are typically adjacent to
smaller older style homes and rundown rented houses on streets that not only lack
sidewalks, but have ditches! It would seem that these 'affluent’ folk who choose to
purchase and live In these mega homes are not exactly discerning when it comes to
location. However, if townhouses do go ahead, it is quite likely that young couples
would neither be interested in raising their families near a major highway. It is more
probably that the units will be purchased and rented out as investments, to folk who
won't really care about the trucks roaring by on the highway nearby; they will be foo
busy minding their ‘grow ops’ and 'drug labs’ to care.

Thank you for taking the time to read my letter. | am hopeful that very soon, there will
be another public consultation by Interface Architecture Inc. regarding their
redevelopment proposal.

If you have any additional information regarding this, please do not hesitate to contact
me. :

Thank you

Sincerely

Marie Murtagh

4771 Dumont Street
Richmond BC

\VV6X 274
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Ms Sara Badyal
City Hall

6911 No. 3 Rd. Cecoived ]\/uuj 31, 2012

Richmond, BC V6Y 2Cl
RE: Rezoning Application #RZ11-593406 (4991 Np. SRd)

We the undersigned are very much against the rezoning application for the Sportstown
Complex . Developers are wanting to rezone this property to build over 100 townhouses.
We attended a public meeting in June, 2011 and at that time expressed out concerns for
this rezoning. This rezoning, we believe, will have a direct negative impact on our !
neighbourhood (Dewsbury, Deerfield, Dumont, and Dallyn). There will be a significant
increase of vehicles exiting and entering No. 5 Road; increased congestion/parking
problems as townhouse residents use our streets to park their additional vehicles, and
increased noise from the highway and townhouses themselves.

At the public meeting last June, we were told that a single parking spot would be
available for a one bedroom townhouse. With 2 people in a townhouse, there will be
inevitably 2 cars. The developers believed otherwise and said people would use public
transportation. I guarantee you that with the lack of convenient bus service on No. 5
Road, very few people will be using public transportation. Where will the second car be
parked? Whete else but on the streets of our subdivision. Also, for the 2 bedroom units,
the parling for that nnit.is one car behind the other. How long before they get tired of
shuffling their cars and start to park in our subdivision?

When there is a big event on at the Sportstown Complex, it is difficult to get in and out of
our subdivision. Many more cars than usual are parked on Dewsbury and on both sides
of No. 5 Road. When you try to exit our subdivision onto the main road, you are blinded
by the parked cars and have to be ready to slam on your brakes if a car coming
northbound on No. 5 Road suddenly turng the comer onto Dewsbury. There is no room
for 2 cars to pass each other so you have to back up and that usually means all the way to
Deerfield so you can pass one another. Now put the extra cars from each of the
townhouses onto our streets every day and we have a real problem.

Dallyn Road had speed bumps installed to slow down traffic and keep drivers from short-
cutting through our area. Add 100 townhouses to this area and you can imagine how
many cars will be added to the Dallyn and Dewsbury. We were also told there would be
one exit in and out of this development and that would be on No. 5 Road. Is there no
requirement for a second exit for an emergency such as afire? If this is the case, one
house on Dewsbury would have to become this exit/entrance, having even more of an
Impact as an easy walkway for people parking their cars on Dewsbury and the adjacent
roads of our subdivision.

Sincerely,
f/l I ¥ /3,70@ M ihe
e il ot
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May |5,2012

Ms Sara Badyal
City Hall

6911 No. 3 Rd. > ‘
Richmond, BC V6Y 2C1 Roctived Jume 4, 2012

RE: Rezoning Application #RZ11-593406 (4991 No. 5 Rd.)

We the undersigned are very much against the above rezoning application for the Sportstown
Complex. Developers are wanting to rezone this property to build over 100 townhouses. We
attended a public meeting in June, 2011 and at that time expressed our concerns for this
rezoning. This rezoning, we believe, will have a direct negative impact on our neighbourhood
(Dewsbury, Deerfield, Dumont, and Dallyn). There will be a significant increase of vehicles
exiting and entering No. 5 Road; increased congestion/parking problems as townhouse residents
use our streets to park their additional vehicles, and increased noise from the highway and
townhouses themselves.

At the public meeting last June, we were told that a single parking spot would be available for a
one bedroom townhouse. With 2 people in a townhouse, there will be inevitably 2 cars. The
developers believed otherwise and said people would use public transportation. It is a guarantee
that with the lack of convenient bus service on No. 5 Road, very few people will be using public
transportation. Where will the second car be parked? Where clse but on the streets of our
subdivision. Also, for the 2 bedroom units, the parking for that unit is one car behind the other.
How long before they get tired of shuffling their cars and start to park in our subdivision?-

When thete is a big event being held at the Sportstown Complex, it is difficult to get in and out
of our subdivision. Many more cars than usual are parked on Dewsbury and on both sides of No.
5 Road. When you try to exit our subdivision onto the main road, you are blinded by the parked
cars and have to be ready to slam on your brakes if a car travelling on No. 5 Road suddenly turns
the corner onto Dewsbury because you can’t see that car until it is right in front of you. There is
no room for 2 cars to pass each other so you have fo back up and that usually means all the way
to Deerfield so you can pass one another. Now put the extra cars from each of the townhouses
onto our sireets every day and we have a real problem.

Dallyn Road had speed bumps installed to slow down traffic and keep drivers from short-cutting
throngh our area. Add 100 townhouses to this area and you can imagine how many cars will be
" added to Dallyn and Dewsbury. We were also told there would be one exit in and out of this
development and. that would be on No. 5 Road. Is there no requirement for a second exit for an
emergency such as a fire? If this is the case, one house on Dewsbury would have to become this
exit/entrance, having even more of an impact as an easy wallkeway for people parking their cars
on Dewsbury and the adjacent roads of our subdivision.

Sin cly, Kﬂ %M L_
f%waﬂew Ki@U\) ‘

Samuel and Noreen Roud
4631 Deerfield Crescent
Richmond, BC V6X 2Y4

Note: We would like to be informed of any future meetings re this rezoning.
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Ms Sara Badyai
City Hall

6911 No. 3 Rd. Roted ved JW@7(LO{Z

Richmand, BC V6Y 2C1
RE: Rezoning Application #R711-533406 (4991 No. S Rd.)

We the undersigned are very much against the rezoning application for the Sportstown
Complex . Developers are wanting to rezone this property to build over 100 townhouses.
_We attended a public meeting in June, 2011 and at that time expressed our concems for
this rezoning. This rezoning, we believe, will have a direct negative impact on our
neighbourhood (Dewsbury, Deerfield, Dumont, and Dallyn). There will be a significant
increase of vehicles exiting and entering No. 5 Road; increased congestion/parking
problems as townhouse residents use our streets to park their additional vehicles, and
increased noise from the highway and townhouses themselves.

At the public meeting last June, we were told that a single parking spgt would be
available for 2 one bedroom townhouse. With 2 people in a townhouse, there will be
inevitably 2 cars. The developers believed otherwise and said people would use public
transportation. [ gnarantee you that with the lack of convenient bus service on No. 5
Road, very few people will be using public transportation. Where will the second car be
parked? Where else but on the streets of our subdivision. Also, for the 2 bedroom units,
the parking for that unit is one cav behind the other. How Jong before they get tived of
shuffling their cars and start to parlc in our subdivision?

When there is a big event on at the Sportstown Complex, it is difficult to get in and out of
our subdivision. Many more cars than usual are parked on Dewsbury and on both sides
of No. 5 Road. When you try to exit owr subdivision onto the main road, you are blinded
by the parlced cats and have to be ready to slam on your brakes if a car coming
northbound on No. S Read suddenly tums the corner onto Dewsbury. There is no room
for 2 cars to pass each other so you have to back up and that usually means all the way to
Deerfield so you can pass-one another. Now put the exira cars from each of the
townhouses onto our streets every day and we have a real problem.

Dallyn Road had speed bumps installed to slow down traffic and keep drivers from short-
cutting throungh our area. Add 100 townhouses to this area and you can imagine how
many cars will be added to the Dallyn and Dewsbury. We were also told there would be
one exit in and out of this development and that would be on No. S'Road. Is there no
requirement for a second éxit for an emergency such as a five? If this is the case, one

" house on Dewsbury would have to become this exit/entrance, having even more of an
impact as an sasy walkway for people parking their cars on Dewsbury and the adjacent
roads of our subdivision. '

Sincerely, / / . ‘,g% ﬂfﬂ'f/’ﬁd{/

Und) DEECFrecd CRE2,
| PLN - 170




May 15,2012

Ms Sara Badyal
City Hall

6911 No.3Rd. .
Richmond, BC V6Y 2C1 Recetves Jume 15,2012
RE: Rezoning Application #R7Z11-593406 (4991 No. 5 Rd.)

We the undersigned are very much against the above rezoning application for the Sportstown
Complex. Developers ave wanting to vezone this property 1o build over 100 townhouses. We
attended a public meeting in June, 2011 and at that time expressed our concerns for this
rezoning. This rezoning, we believe, will have a direct negative impact on our neighbourhood
(Dewsbury, Decrfield, Dumont, and Dallyn). There will be a significant increase of vehicles
exiting and entering No. 5 Road; increased congestion/parking problems as townhouse residents-
use our streets to park their additional vehicles, and increased noise from the highway and
townhouses themselves.

At the public meeting last June, we were told that a single parking spot would be available for a
one bedroom townhouse. With 2 people in a towanhouse, there will be mevitably 2 cars. The
developers believed otherwise and said peopie would use public transportation. Itis a guarantee
that with the lack of convenient bus service on No. 5 Road, very few people will be usmg public
transportation. Where will the second car be parked? Where clse but on the strests of our
subdivision. Also, for the 2 bedroora units, the parking for that upit is one car behind the other.
How long before they get tired of shuf[lmc their cars and start to park in ounr subdivision?

When there is a big event being held at the Sportstown Complex, 1t 1s difficult to get in and out
of our subdivision. Many more cars than usual are parked on Dewsbury and on both sides of No,
5 Road. When you try to exit our subdivision onto the main road, you are blinded by the parked
cars and have to be ready to slam on your brakes if a car travelling on No. 5 Road suddenly turns
the corner onto Dewsbury because you can’t see that car unfil it is right in front of you. There is
5o room for 2 cars to pass each other so you have to bacl up and that usually means all the way
to Deerfield so you can pass one another. Now put the extra cars ffom each of the townhouses
onto our streets every day and we have a real problem.

Dallyn Road had speed bumps installed to slow down traffic and keep drivers from short-cutting
through our area. Add 100 townhouses to this area and you can imagine how many cars will be
added to Dallyn and Dewsbury. We were also told there would be one exit in and out of this
development and that would be on No. 5 Road. Is there no requirement for 2 second exit for an
emergency such as a fire? If this is the case, one house on Dewsbury would have to become this
exit/entrance, having even more of an impact as an easy walloway for people parking their cars
on Dewsbury and the adjacent roads of our subdivision.

s
Sinfzércly,

L sucesh Kyl € Af gt ]
g ACO“; tkb%;@l\{*%e/gcﬂ &Z RHD N6y &

Note: We would like to be informed of any future meetings re this rezoning.
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Clty Of Attachment 8
Y & R|chm0nd Rezoning Considerations

Development Applications Division

Address: 4991 No. 5 Road File: RZ 11-693406

Prior to final adoption of Zoning Amcndment Bylaw 8986, the developer is required to complete the
following:

1. Final Adoption of OCP Amendment Bylaws 8947 and 8948.

2. Provincial Minisiry of Transportation & lofrastructure Approval (MOTT).

3. Confirmation of an agreement with MOTI to install required sound barrier fencing.

4, Submission of Community Services information for Council consideration regarding;

*  How gymnastics programmming may be accommodated as part of the City's Capital plan.

+ Business terms associated with leasc termination in the ovent that the Cily and the property owner come to an
agreement on terminating the lease prior to February 2016.

Registration of a flood indemnity covenant on titte (Area A).

Registration of a legal agreement on title to ensure that {andscaping planted along the interface to BC Highway 91 and
BC Highway 99 is maintained and will not be abandoned or removed. The purpose of the landscaping is to provide
visual screening and to mitigate noise and dust.

Registration of a legal agreement on title prohibiting the conversion of the tandem parking area into habitable space.
Registration of a legal agreement on title to ensure that all dwelling units bevond 110 m from No. 5 Road are
constructed with sprinklers for fire suppression.

Registration of an aircraft noise sensitive use covenant on title to ensure that the proposed development is designed
and constructed in a manner that mitigates poteptial aircraft noise and mghway traffic noise within the proposed
dwelling units. Dwelling units must be designed and constructed 1o achieve:

a) CMHC guidelines for interior noise levels as indicated in the chart below:

Portions of Dwelling Units Nolse Levels (decibels)
Bedrooms 35 decibels
Living, dining, recreation rooms 40 decibels
Kitchen, bathrooms, hallways, and utility rooms 45 decibels

b) The ASHRALE 55-2004 “Thermal Environmental Conditions for Human Occupancy” standard for interior living
spaces.

. Participation in the City’s Public Art program with on-site installation, or City acceptance of the developer’s offer 1o

voluntarily contribute $0.75 per buildable square foot (e.g. $96,770) towards the City’s Public Art program.

. City acceprance of the developer’s offer to voluntarily contribute $2.00 pcr buildable square foot (e.g. $258,050)

towards the City’s affordable housing strategy.

. City acceptance of the developer's offer to voluntarily contribute $700,000.00 towards the City’s Leisure Facilities

Reserve Fund (Account 7721-80-000-00000-0000).

. City acceptance of the developer’s offer to voluntarily contribute $10,000 towards a speed-reader board to be located

on No. 5 Road.

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

Development.

. Enter into a Servicing Agreement* for the design and construction of frontage improvements and upgrades to sanitary

and storm sewer systems. Works include, but may not be limited to:

a) No. S Road frontage improvements — removing the exishing sidewalk and pouring a new 1.5 m concrete sidewalk
at the property line, creating a grass boulevard (1.4 m -H-) between the new sidewalk and the existing curb &
gutter. The new sidewalk location conflicts with an existing fire hydrant & two existing poles. The fire hydrant is
to be relocated to the new grass boulevard. TH? kN pofbf@e to be undergrounded. SHOULD the utility
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companies NOT be able to support undergrounding of these two poles, the City will require the poles to be
relocated into the grass boulevard, subject to receiving a letter from the utilities advising of the reasons and
GUARANTEEING the existing trees will not be sculpted to accommodate the wires.

b) Sanitary sewer upgrade — construct new 200 mm diameter sanitary sewer to connect to the existing sanitary sewer
on Dewsbury Drive (approximately 150 m): from the SE corner of the development site, northward up
No. 5 Road to Dewsbury Drive, then west to the first manhole (manhole SMH 5377).

c) Storm sewer upgrade — upgrade approximately 85 m of the existing storm sewer from 450 mm diameter pipe to
the larger of 900 mm or OCP size (between manholes STMH6923 and STMHG922).

Priox to a Development Permit™ being forwarded to the Development Permit Panel for consideration, the
developer is required to complete the following:

Submission of a reporl and recommendations prepared by an appropriate registered professional, which demonstrates
that the proposed dwelling units can achieve CMHC interior noise Jevel standards and the interior thermal conditions
identifted below. The standard required for interior air conditioning systems and their alternatives (e.g. ground source
heat pumps, heat exchangers and acoustic ducting) is the ASHRAE 55-2004 “Thennal Environmental Conditions for
Human Occupancy” standard and subsequent updates as they may occur. Maximum noise levels (decibels) within the
dwelling units must be as follows:

Portions of Dwelling Units Noise Levels (decibels)
Bedrooms 35 decibels
Living, dining, recreation rooms 40 decibels
Kitchen, bathrooms, hallways, and utility rooms 45 decibels

Submission of proof of a contract entered into between the applicant and a Certified Arborist for supervision of any
on-site works conducted within the tree protection zone of the 10 on-site trees to be retained, three (3) on-site trees to
be relocated onsite, 39 trees in the MOTI ROW to be protected, and two (2) hedges and five (5) trees on neighbouring
residential properties to be protected. The Contract should include the scope of work to be undertaken, including: the
proposed number of site monitoring inspections (no Jess than four (4)), and a provision for the Arborist to submit a
post-construction assessment report to the City for review. Tree protection fencing is to be installed on-site prior to
any demolition or construction activities occurring on-site. The project Arborist has recomunended removal of some
trees from neighbouring residential and MOTTI property due to poor condition. A tree removal permit application may
be submitted to the City for consideration with written authorization from the owner of the property where the tree is
located.

Submit a landscaping security Letter-of-Credit in an amount based on a sealed estimate from the project registered
Landscape Architect (including materials, labour & 10% contingency)

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

Incorporation of features in Building Permit (BP) plans as determined via the Rezoning and/or Development Permit
processes regarding: tree protection, convertible units, aging in place, sustainability, fire suppression sprinkler
systems, private on-site hydrants, and opportunities for fire trucks to turn around onsite.

Submission of reports with recommendations prepared by an appropriate registered professional and incorporation of
the identified acoustic and thermal measures in Building Permit (BP) plans.

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.

4. If applicable, payment of latecomer agreement charges associated with eligible latecomer works.
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5. Obtato a Building Permit (BP) for any construction hoarding. [f construction hoarding is required to temporarily

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

Note:

%

This requires a separate application.

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

All agreements 1o be registered in the Land Title Office shall have priority over all such liens, charges and encumbrances as is
considered advisable by the Director of Development. All agreements to be registered in the Land Title Office shall, unless the
Director of Development determines otherwise, be fully registered in the Land Title Office prior to enactment of the appropriate
bylaw.

The preceding agreements shall provide security to the City including indemnities, warranties, equitable/rent charges, letters of
credit and withholding permits, as deemed necessary or advisable by the Director of Development. All agreements shall be in a
form and content satisfactory to the Director of Development.

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

Signed Date
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Development Application Data Sheet
Development Applications Division

RZ 11-593406 Attachment D

Address:

4991 No. 5 Road

Applicant:

Interface Architecture Inc.

Planning Area(s):

East Cambie

Existing Proposed
Owner: Sportstown BC Operations Ltd. Unknown
Site Size (m?): Approximately 19,945 m? No change

Land Uses:

Commercial Sports Facility

Multi-Family Residential

OCP Designation:

Commercial

Neighbourhood Residential

Area Plan Designation:

School/Park Institutional

Residential

Zoning:

School & Institutional Use (SI)

Medium Density Townhouses (RTM2)

Number of Units:

Commercial Sports Facility Complex

108 townhouses

Aircraft Noise Sensitive
Development Policy:

Area 2: High Aircraft Noise Sensitive
Land Uses (except new single

Complies

family) may be considered
| Bylaw Requirement Proposed Variance

Floor Area Ratio Max. 0.65 0.65 None permitted

Lot Coverage: Max. 40% 38.5% None

Yards & Setbacks: N

Front Yard (No. 5 Road) Min. 6 m 425m None

Interior Side Yard (North) Min. 3 m 32m None

Exterior Side Yard (South) Min.6 m 23mito109m 3.7 m reduction at
Building 22 only

Rear Yard (West) Min.3 m 22mto 34.0m 0.8 m reduction at

Building 22 only

Height; Max. 12 m (3 storeys) 11.65 m (3 storey) None
. Min. 30 m width 64 m width (average)

LgkSize: Min. 35 m depth 306 m depth (average) Nois

Off-street Parking Spaces:

Resident 216 216

Visitor 22 27 None

(Accessible) (5) (5)

Total 238 243

Tandem Parking Spaces: Max. 50% (194 spacgg |/:'1 97 units) 30% increase

Small Car Parking Spaces: Max. 50% 4.5% (11 spaces) None

Amenity Space - Indoor: Min. 100 m* 110 m? None

Amenity Space ~ Outdoor: 648 m? 894 m? None
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Attachment E

v City of ~ Memorandum
. Richmond Community Services Department

Recreation Services

To: Planning Committee Date: October 15, 2013

From: Gregg Wheealer File:  08-4430-01/2013-Vol 01
Manager, Sports and Community Events

Dave Semple
General Manager, Community Services

Re: Planning Committee Referral: Impact on Closure of Sportstown Re Loss of Private
Recreational Facilities in Richmond

Background

At Planning Committee on January 22, 2013 an application for re-zoning of the property at 4991
No. 5 Rd. (known as Sportstown) was preseated. Staff received a three-part referral. This memo
addresses c)...examine the polential implications thai the loss of the existing on-site private
recreation facility would have on the City’s recreation facility inventory amd ils user groups.”

Existing Use of the Facility

Sportstown is a commercial recreation complex that contains a for-profit indoor soccer and
tennis facility along with a licensed restaurant and pro shop. In addition, the City of Richmond
leases space within the complex for Richmond Gymnastics and Richmond Rod and Gun Club to
operate their not-for-profit clubs. The original facility, Western Indoor Tennis, opened in 1972
and was purchased by the current owners in 2000. In 2011 the City exercised its option to extend
the lease until 2016. There is no finther option to renew.

Tennis Kacility

The tenuus facility at Sportstown consists of five indoor courts with approximately 100 members.
Of these members, according to Sportstown records, approximately 33 are residents of
Richmond. The facility is open 7 days a weelc. The privately owned and operated Elite Tennis
Academy uses the facility for their youth and adult instructional programs.

Richmond is also served by four other publicly accessible indoor tennis facilities. The River
Club at the south end of No. 5 Road has four indoor courts for ils members. There are four
indoor courts as part of the Steve Nash Club located on St Edwards Drive. The Steveston
Community Centre has three indoor courts located behind the Steveston Community Centre.
The Richmond Tennis Club, located on Gilbert Road, and has three courts in their tennis bubble
that are in operation for six months each year during the winter season. These four facilities
combined offer Riclunond residents a total 14 indoor courts that can either be booked for one-
time bookings or as part of a yearly membership package. The City of Richmond’s 40 outdoor
public tennis courts are located throughout the city and provide residents with aceess to tennis

1963175 %mond
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close to their residence. Staff is not aware of issues related to participants not having access to
courts due to demand exceeding available courts.

Sportstown’s 100 tennis membecs can be accommodated at one of Richmond’s other indoor
public tennis facilities, or at existing facilities in the communities they reside in. Each of the
four facilities presently has space for either pay as you go or yearly tennis memberships within
the indoor tennis market.

Indoor Soccer Facility

Sportstown has three 9,900 square foot indoor soccer pads each with artificial twf located
underneath an air supported bubble along with an arena style artificial turf pitch that is
approximately 15,000 square feet in size. The four soccer pitches are primarily used for adult
teague play combined with TSS Soccer Academy programs.

Richmond Youth Soccer Association no longer rents or requires space from Sportstown for any
of thewr programs. The availability of seven City of Richmond provided artificial turf fields
allows the association o run their own developinent program on a year round basis. These fields
total 500,000 square feet of space and are Jocated across the city including one in King George
Park, within half a kifotetre of Sportstown. Richmond Youth Soccer uses approximately 12
hours a week of court time for futsal at the Richmond Olympic Oval as part of their athlete
development program.

Sportstown’s artificial turf fields are also occasionally used on a seasonal hasis by other sport
organizations for off-season training.

Sportstown presently offers an adult recreation small-sided soccer league. This year there are
approximately 700 participants signed up according to their registration for their league with
about 80% of participants residing outside of Richmond. The Richmond Olympic Oval hosts
two adult co-ed indoor leagues thereby providing individuals with indooyr soccer options for
recreational play. There ace other leagues and facilities within the lower mainland, along with
the Oval, that have different tevels of capacity to accommodate adult recreational soccer
participants.

Rod and Gun Club

Sportstown currently leases 13268 sq.ft. of space to the City 3745 sq.fi. which is a ezzanine
area used for a shared air pistol and archery range by the Richmond Rod and Gun Club. The club
has mostly an adult membership and is aware that the lease expires in February of 2016. It has
purchased properly on Mitchell Island to meet its program needs. The City re-zoned the property
in December 2009 to permit a shooting facility. Staff are currently in discussions with the club
executive about moving the project forward considering the pending lease expiration.

Richmond Gymnastics Association

The gymnastics association is in a different siluation. The association serves almost a totally
youth based membership and js the one publicly supported gymnastics program provided in
Richmond. The City leased space for gymnastics in Sportstown 1n 2001 to replace the RCA
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Forum, to ensure the continuity of the broad based community program. The need for space
continues. Richmond Gymnastics Association has a substaniial recreational program as well as a
successful competitive stream. The facilily at Spoststown however, is outdated and not in a
particulatly accessible area of Richmond. Staff are currently working on options for the
Association; including leasing a more suitable space and other joint location options. The
Association bas been working with staff and are aware of the need to complete this work prior to
the lease expiry in February of 2016.

Conclusion

The closure of the facility will require Sportstown’s existing tennis and adult indoor soccer
participants to find altemnatives within and outside of Richmond. Each of the other four public
tennis facilities has capacity to accommodate Sportstown’s existing tennis members.
Sportstown’s 700 regionally based adult indoor soccer participants will have to find alternatives
at either the Richmond Olympic Oval or outside of Richmond. Richmond Youth Soccer will not
be affected by the closure of Sportstown as they presently do not rent space within the facjlity or
contract TSS 1o provide any athlete development programming services for them.,

The end of the lease in February 2016 sets a date for which alternative locations must be secured
for the Richmond Rod and Gun Club and the Richmond Gymnastics Association to continue

their programs.
Semple

Gregg Wheeler D
Manager, Sports and Commmunity I<vents eral Manager, Community Services
04-233-3350)

(604-244-1274)

pc:  SMT
Wayne Craig, Director of Development
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] Attachment F
City of

Rezoning Considerations

& % .
QAN LD R|Chm0nd Development Applications Division

6911 No. 3 Road, Richmond, BC VY 2C1

Address: 4991 No. 5 Road File No.: RZ 11-593406

Prior to final adoption of Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500, Amendment Bylaw 8986, the developer is
required to complete the following:

W -

10.

(1.

12.

13.

Final Adoption of OCP Amendment Bylaws 8947 and 8948.

Provincial Ministry of Transportation & Infrastructure Approval (MOTT).

Confinnation of an agreement with MOTI to install required sound barrier fencing.
Submission of Community Services information for Council consideration regarding:

«  How gymnastics programming may be accommodated as part of the City’s Capital plan.

+  Business terms associated with lease termination in the event that the City and the property owner come to an
agreement on terminating the lease prior to February, 2016.

Registration of a flood indemnity covenant on title (Area A).

Registration of a legal agreement on Title to ensure that landscaping planted along the interface to BC Highway 91
and BC Highway 99 is maintained and will not be abandoned or removed. The purpose of the landscaping is to
provide visual screening and to mitigate noise and dust.

Registration of a legal agreement on Title prohibiting the conversion of the tandem parking area into habitable space.
Registration of a legal agreement on Thitle to ensure that all dwelling units beyond |10 m from No. 5 Road are
constructed with sprinklers for fire suppression.

Registration of a lega) agreement on Title identifying that the proposed development must be designed and
constructed in a manner that mitigates potential aircraft noise and highway traffic noise impact to the proposed
dwelling units. Dwelling units must be designed and constructed to achieve:

a) CMHC guidelines for interior noise levels as indicated in the chart below:

Portions of Dwelling Units Noise Levels (decibels)
Bedrooms 35 decibels
Living, dining, recreation rooms 40 decibels
Kitchen, bathrooms, hallways, and utility rooms 45 decibels
b) The ASHRAE 55-2004 “Thermal Environmental Counditions for Human Occupancy” standard for interior living

spaces.
Participation in the City’s Public Art program with on-site installation, or City acceptance of the developer’s offer to
voluntarily contribute $0.75 per buildable square foot (e.g. $104,663) towards the City’s Public Art program.

City acceptance of the developer’s offer to voluntarily contribute $2.00 per buildable square foot (e.g. $279,101)
towards the City’s affordable housing strategy.

City acceptance of the developer’s offer to voluntarily contribute $1,000,000.00 towards the City’s Leisure Facilities
Reserve Fund (Account 7721-80-000-00000-0000).

City acceptance of the developer’s offer to voluntarily contribute $10,000 towards a speed-reader board to be located
on No. 5 Road.

. The submission and processing of a Development Pennit* completed to a level deemed acceptable by the Director of

Development.

. Enter into a Servicing Agreement* for the design and construction of frontage improvements and upgrades to sanitary

and storm sewer systems. Works include, but may not be limited to:
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a) No. 5 Road frontage improvements — removing the existing sidewalk and pouring a new 1.5 m concrete sidewalk
at the property line, creating a grass boulevard (1.4 m +/-) between the new sidewalk and the existing curb &
gutier. The new sidewalk location conflicts with an existing fire hydrant & two existing poles. The fire hydrant
is to be relocated to the new grass boulevard. The two poles are 1o be undergrounded. Should the uvtility
companies not be able to support undergrounding of these two poles, the City will require the poles to be
relocated into the grass boulevard, subject to receiving a lerter from the utilities advising of the reasons and
guarantecing the existing trees will not be sculpted to accommodate the wires.

b) Sanitary sewer upgrade — construct new 200 mm diameter sanitary sewer to connect to the existing sanitary sewer
on Dewsbury Drive (approximately 150 m): from the SE corner of the development site, northward up
No. 5 Road to Dewsbury Drive, then west to the first manhole (manhole SMH 5377).

¢) Storm sewer upgrade — upgrade approximately 85 m of the existing storm sewer from 450 mm diameter pipe to
the larger of 900 mm or OCP size (between manholes STMH6923 and STMI16922).

Prior to a Development Permit’ being forwarded to the Development Permit Panel for consideration, the
developer is required to:

Submission of a report and recommendations prepared by an appropriate registered professional, which demonstrates
that the proposed dwelling units can achieve the interior noise levels and interior thermal conditions identified below.
Thc standard required for air conditioning systems and their alternatives (e.g. ground source heat pumps, heat
exchangers and acoustic ducting) is the ASHRAE 55-2004 “Thermal Environmental Conditions for Human
QOccupancy” standard and subsequent updates as they may occur. Maximum interior noise levels (decibels) within the
dwelling units must achieve CMHC standards follows:

Portions of Dwelling Units Noise Levels {(decibels)
Bedrooms 35 decibels
Living, dining, recreation rooms 40 decibels |
Kitchen, bathrooms, hallways, and ulility rooms 45 decibels

Submission of proof of a contract entered into between the applicant and a Certified Arborist for supervision of any
on-site works conducted within the tree protection zone of the 10 on-site trees to be retained, three (3) on-site {rees to
be relocated onsite, 39 trees in the MOTI ROW to be protected, and two (2) hedges and five (5) trees on neighbouring
residential properties to be protected. The Contract should include the scope of work to be undertaken, including: the
proposed number of site monitoring inspections (no less than four (4)), and a provision for the Arborist to submit a
post-construction assesstent report to the City for review. Tree protection fencing is to be installed on-site prior to
any demolition or construction activities occurring on-site. The project Arborist has recommended removal of some
trees from neighbouring residential and MOT) property due to poor condition. A tree removal permit application may
be submifted to the City for consideration with written authorization from the owner of the property where the tree is
located.

Submit a landscaping security Letter-of-Credit in an amount based on a sealed estimate from the project registered
Landscape Architect (including materials, Iabour & 10% contingency).

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

).

4,

Incorporation of features in Building Permit (BP) plans as determined via the Rezoning and/or Development Permit
processes regarding: tree protection, convertible vnits, aging in place, sustainability, fire suppression sprinkier
systems, private on-site hydrants, and opportunities for fire trucks to turn around onsite.

Submission of reports with recommendations prepared by an appropriate registered professional and incorporation of
the identified acoustic and thermal measures in Building Peymit (BP) plans.

Submission of a Construction Parking and Traffic Management Plan to the Transportation Division. Mapagement
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.

If applicable, payment of latecomer agreement charges associated with eligible latecomer works.
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Obtain a Building Permit (BP) for any construction hoarding. If construction hoarding js required to temporarily
occupy a public street, the air space above a public street, or any part thereof, additional City approvals and associated
fees may be required as part of the Building Permit. For additional information, contact the Building Approvals
Division at 604-276-4285.

Note:

*

This requires a separate application.

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

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

The preceding agreements shall provide security to the City including indemnilies, warranties, equitable/rent charges, letters of
credit and withholding permits, as deemed necessary or advisable by the Director of Development. All agreements shall be ina
form and content satisfactory to the Director of Development.

Additional lega) agreements, as determined via the subject development’s Servicing Agreement(s) and/or Development Permit(s),
and/or Building Permit(s) to the satisfaction of the Director of Engineering may be required including, but not limited 1o, site
investigation, testing, monitoring, site preparation, de-watering, drilling, underpinning, anchoring, shoring, piling, pre-loading,
ground densjfication ox other activities that may result in settlernent, displacement, subsidence, damage or nuisance to City and
private utility infrastructure.

Applicants for all City Permits are required 1o comply at all times with the conditions of the Provincial Wildlife Act and Federal
Migratory Birds Convention Act, which contain prohibitions on the removal or disturbance of both birds and their nests, lssuance
of Municipal permits does not give an individual authority to contravene these legislations. The City of Richroond recommends
that where significant trees or vegetation exists on site, the services of a Qualified Environmental Professional (QEP) be secured
to perform a survey and ensure that development activities are in compliance with all relevant legislation.

Signed _ Date
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A City of
2 Richmond Bylaw 8947

Richmond Official Community Plan Bylaw 9000
Amendment Bylaw 8847 (RZ 11-593406)
4991 No. 5 Road

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

L. Richmond Official Community Plan Bylaw 9000 is amended by repealing the existing land
use desjgnation in Attachment 1 to Schedule 1 (City of Richmond 2041 OCP Land Use
Map) thereof of the following area and by designating it “Neighbourhood Residential”.

P.ID. 006-160-859
Lot 63 Except: Part on Statutory Right of Way Plan 76785; Section 36 Block 5 North Range
6 West New Westminster Distoct Plan 41571

2. This Bylaw may be cited as “Richmond Official Community Plan Bylaw 9000,
Amendment Bylaw 8947”.

FIRST READING

CITY OF
RICHMOND

APPROYED
PUBLIC HEARING %

SECOND READING

THIRD READING

APPROVED
by Manager
or SolicHor

WA

OTHER REQUIREMENTS SATISFIED

ADOPTED

MAYOR CORPORATE OFFICER
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City of
. Richmond Bylaw 8948

Richmond Official Community Plan Bylaw 7100
Amendment Bylaw 8948 (RZ 11-593406)
4991 No. 5 Road

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

1. Richmond Official Community Plan Bylaw 7100 is amended by repealing the existing land
use designation in Schedule 2.11B (East Cambie Area Plan Land Use Map) thereof of the
following area and by designating it “Residential™.

P.ID. 006-160-859
Lot 63 Except: Part on Statutory Right of Way Plan 76785; Section 36 Block 5 North Range
6 West New Westminster District Plan 41571

2. This Bylaw may be cited as “Richmond Official Commurity Plan Bylaw 7100,

Amendment Bylaw 8§948”.
FIRST READING RICHIOND
APPR! D
PUBLIC HEARING ‘%,
SECOND READING BrRoveD
or Solichor
THIRD READING %
OTHER REQUIREMENTS SATISFIED
ADOPTED
MAYOR | CORPORATE OFFICER
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)2 Richmond Bylaw 8986

Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500
Amendment Bylaw 8986 (RZ 11-593406)
4991 No. 5 Road

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

(. The Zoning Map of the City of Richmond, which accompanies and forms part of Richmond
Zoning Bylaw 8500, is amended by repealing the existing zoning designation of the
following area and by designating it “MEDIUM DENSITY TOWNHOUSES (RTM2)”.

P.L.D. 006-160-859

Lot 63 Except: Part on Statutory Right of Way Plan 76785; Section 36 Block 5 North Range
6 West New Westrinster District Plan 41571

2. This Bylaw may be cited as “Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500, Amendment Bylaw 8986”.

FIRST READING RICHVOND
APPROVED
A PUBLIC HEARING WAS HELD ON %"YM_
SECOND READING ?,57:'?21’.%?
or Solicjior
THIRD READING M

OTHER CONDITIONS SATISFIED

MINISTRY OF TRANSPORTATION AND
INFRASTRUCTURE APPROVAL

ADOPTED

MAYOR CORPORATE OFFICER
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C.Ity of Report to Committee
Richmond Planning and Development Department

To: Planning Committee Date: October 7, 2013

From: Wayne Craig File: RZ 11-590130
Director of Development

Re: Application by Jordan Kutev Architects inc. for Rezoning at 22691 and 22711
Westminster Highway from Single Detached (RS1/F) to Town Housing - Hamilton
(ZT11)

Staff Recommendation

That Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500, Amendment Bylaw 9064, for the rezoning of 22691 and
22711 Westminster Highway from “Single Detached (RS1/F)” to “Town Housing - Hamilton
(ZT11)”, be introduced and given first reading.

AL %
ayneCralg -

Director of Development

/?/
WC:
Att.
REPORT CONCURRENCE
RoOUTED TO: CONCURRENCE | CONCURRENCE OF GENERAL MANAGER
Affordable Housing =4 /%// /47;//(5
7 7/

/
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Staff Report
Origin
Jordan Kutev Architects Inc. has applied to the City of Richmond for permission to rezone
22691 and 22711 Westminster Highway from “Single Detached (RS1/F)” zone to “Town
Housing — Hamilton (ZT11)” zone in order to permit the development of 11 townhouse units on

the consolidated development site with vehicle access proposed from Westminster Highway. A
location map is provided in Attachment 1.

Findings of Fact

A preliminary site plan, landscape plan and building elevations are provided in Attachment 2.
A Development Application Data Sheet 1s provided in Attachment 3.

Surrounding Development
To the North: An existing townhouse development zoned “Town Housing — Hamilton (ZT3)".

To the Gast:  Across Westminster Highway are vacant “Single-Detached (RS1/F)” zoned lots
and a townhouse development zoned ‘“Town Housing — Hamilton (ZT11)”.

To the South: Existing bouses zoned “Single-Detached (RS1/B)”.
To the West: Existing houses zoned “Single-Detached (RS1/B)”.
Related Policies & Studies

2041 Official Community Plan Land Use Designation

The subject site is designated for Neighbourhood Residential (NRES) in the 2041 Official
Community Plan (OCP) land use map. The NRES designation permits single-family, two-family
and townhouse residential uses. The proposed rezoning complies with the existing land use
designation.

Hamilton Area Plan — Lower Westminster Sub Area Plan
The subject site is located within the Hamilton Area Plan — Lower Westminster Sub Area, which
designates the subject site for:
“Small and Large Lot Single Family Residential; Two Family Residential;, Townhouse
Residential: & Institutional”
The Lower Westminster Sub Area permifs a range of permitted densities from 11 to 25 unils per
acre to a maximum of 700 dwelling units total for this area (refer to Attachment 4 for a copy of
the Lower Westminster Sub Area Plan). The proposed 11 unit townhouse development complies
with the existing land use designations and the range of densities permitted in the Hamilton Acea
Plan — Lower Westminster Sub Area. City staff have also confirmed that the current number of
total dwelling uaits in the Lower Westminster Sub Area is well below the 700 dwelling unit
maximum identified in the plan and can accommodate the proposed 11 units to be added from
this development.
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Hamilton Area Plan Concept

In January 2012, Council endorsed the planning process to update the Hamilton Area Plan
mainly for Areas 2 and 3 of the plan (Attachment 5). A series of open houses have been held,
and the last (third open house) was held on June 27, 2013, which presented the Hamilton Area
Plan concept to the community. The proposed 11 unit townhouse residential development is
consistent with the proposed land use designations and densities proposed for Area 1 (Lower
Westminster Sub Area Plan) in the Flamilton Area Plan concept presented at the June 27, 2013
open house. The Hamilton Area Plan concept proposes to maintain the current densities in Area
1, with no identified changes or impacts to this site.

Affordable Housing Strategy
In accordance with the City’s Affordable Housing Strategy, a cash contribution of $2.00 per sq.
ft. for a total cash contribution of $23,353 will be made in accordance with the strategy.

Universal Housing Features

[ncorporation of convertible housing features and age in place measures in this project will be
reviewed through the processing of the Development Permit applications based on applicable
2041 OCP guidelines and City policies.

Flood Plain Designation and Protection Bvlaw (8204)

Registration of a Flood Plain Covenant on title that requires a minimum flood construction level
of 3.5 m (geodetic survey datum) is required and will be secured as a rezoning consideration for
the development proposal.

Public Art Program

In accordance with the City’s Public Art Program, a cash contribution to the public art reserve at
a rate of $0.77 per sq. ft. is being secured as a rezoning consideration for this development for a
total cash contribution of $8,991.

Consultation

Rezoning signage has been posted on the property as one of the notification requirements to
inform of the submitted rezoning proposal for the townhouse project. To date, no public
correspondence has been received on this application. Any correspondence received through the
remaining rezoning process will be forwarded to Council.

Minjstrv of Transportation Referral

This rezoning application was referred to the Ministry of Transportation due to the proximity of
the site to the Highway 91 and Westminster Highway Interchange. Preliminary approval has
been granted by the Ministry. Final approval from the Ministry of Transportation will be
completed as a rezoning consideration for the developraent.
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Staff Comments

Trees
Assessment of Trees
A tree survey and arborist report has been submitted in support of the rezoning application. The
City’s Tree Preservation Coordinator reviewed these materials in conjunction with the rezoning
plans and provided the following comments (reference Attachment 6 for a tree preservation
plan):

s 18 trees located on the subject site of which:

o 3 (Untagged) are dead and should be removed and replaced.

o A 21 cm calliper Pine (Tag #948) is in visible decline and should be removed and
replaced.

o 13 cottonwood trees (Tag #949) located on the south edge of the site are in poor
condition and have been previously topped. Due to the existing poor condition of
the trees and required modifications to prepare the site for the proposed
development, these trees should be removed and replaced.

o A 50 cm calliper Norway Spruce tree (Tag #947) is in good condition. However,
this tree falls within the proposed building envelope of the development and
retention of this tree would involve a Joss of 4 units from the proposed 11 unit
townhouse project. To compensate for the loss of this healthy tree, the applicant
should provide one 5 m tall specimen conifer tree to be integrated into the
landscaped street frontage of the development.

o 2 trees located on the neighbouring properties to the west are in poor/declining
conditions based on the assessment from the consulting arborist. The developer is
currently in discussions with this neighbouring property owner about removal of
these 2 off-site trees based on the recommendation from the consulting arborist.
Should the developer and neighbouring property owner come to an agreement
over removal of these trees, a permit is required based on the provisions of Tree
Protection Bylaw 8057. Until such time, installation and inspection of tree
protection measures and fencing to protect the two off-site trees located on the
neighbouring property to the west is required as a rezoning consideration of the
development.

Required Tree Compensation

A preliminary Jandscape plan has been submitted and confirms that a minimum of 25 trees can
be planted on-site as part of the redevelopment. Based on the 18 on-site trees to be removed and
a 2:1 tree replacement ratio guideline outlined in the 2041 OCP, the balance of 11 trees not
planted on site will be compensated for through a voluntary cash in lieu contribution of $5,500 to
the City’s tree compensation fund (based on $500 per tree). If additional replacement trees can
be planted on-site (beyond the 25 identified in the landscape plan) through the processing of the
forthcoming Development Permit, the cash in lieu contribution can be reduced at a rate of $500
per additional replacement tree proposed on-site. City staff will also ensure that a minimum 5 m
ta)l specimen conifer tree is planted along the frontage of the development in accordance with
recommendations from the City’s Tree Preservation Coordinator.
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Access and Parking Confiouration

One vehicle access 1s proposed at the north edge of the development site to provide for adequate
separation distance from the signalized intersection at Westminster Highway and McLean
Avenue 10 the south. Provisions for this development o also provide for access to neighbouring
properties to the north or south of the subject site is not necessary as the properties to the south
are zoned and designated for single-family development only and already have access to McLean
Avenue. The property to the north contains an existing townhouse complex with access
provided from Norton Court. The proposed access location and configuration has been reviewed
and is supported by Transportation staff.

A pedestrian linkage is proposed at the south edge of the subject site to provide a pathway for the
rear townhouse units to gain access Westminster Highway. This pathway is for use orly by
residents of the townhouse development; therefore, no legal agreements are required to secure
access for the general public.

The proposal provides two parking stalls for each townhouse unit (22 spaces total) and 3 visitor
parking stalls, which complies with the parking requirements contained in the zoning bylaw.
100% of parking stalls (22 stalls) associated with the townhouse units are proposed to be parked
in tandem arrangement, which wil] require a variance to be reviewed through the Development
Permit application. A legal agreement to ensure that tandem parking spaces are not converted (o
living space is required Lo be registered on title as a rezoning consideration. The proposed
variance to allow the tandem parking arrangement is discussed in further detail in the Analysis
section of this report.

Transportation Infrastructure Upgrades
Transportation related infrastructure upgrades to be completed as part of the subject site’s
redeveJopment include the following:

o For the entire subject site’s Westminster [lighway frontage south to McLean Avenue,
design and construction of a road cross-section to facilitate a [4.]1 m pavement width (to
accommodate 3 vehicular lanes of travel at 3.5 m width each, 2 bicycle lanes of travel at
1.8 m each), concrete curb and gutter, 1.5 m wide grass and treed boulevard and 1.5 m
wide sidewalk along the west side of Westminster Highway.

s North of the consolidated site’s Westminster Highway frontage, design and construction
of a interim 1.5 m interim asphalt pathway to connect to the existing pathway to the
north.

e Upgrades to the existing signalized intersection at Westminster Highway and McLean
Avenue to include audible pedestrian signal features.

¢ The above works are to be undertaken through a City Servicing Agreement application,
which is required to be completed as a rezoning consideration (Attachment 7) for this
development.

Site Servicing and Utility Requirements

A storm capacity analysis was completed, which did not identify any required upgrades to
accommodate this development. No capacity analyses were required to examine the City
sanitary sswer or water systems. A 3 m by 3 m statutory right of way is required to be secured
on the subject property at the north edge of the site adjacent to Westminster Highway to
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accommodate sanitary sewer service infrastructure (including a connection, inspection chamber
and manhole). A utility pole located along the subject site’s Westminster Highway frontage may
need (o be relocated as a result of the proposed frontage works, which will be confirmed through
the Servicing Agreement.

The Servicing Agreement will include all referenced frontage, road and signalized intersection
upgrades, site service connections/tie-ins and potential utility pole relocation.

[ndoor and Outdoor Amenity Space Requirements

A cash contribution is being provided by the developer in lieu of provisions for an on-site indoor
amenity space for this development based on Council Policy, at a rate of $1,000 per dwelling
unit, for a total contribution of $11,000.

On-site outdoor amenity space is being provided in the townhouse project at the south east
corner of the subject site and is sized in accordance with the 2041 OCP guidelines. Design and
programming refinement of the outdoor amenity will be completed through the forthcoming
Development Permit application.

Noise Mitigation
The subject site front’s directly onto Westninster Highway, which is a major transportation
corridor through the area accommodating vehicle, transit, bicycle and pedestrian traffic. The
2041 OCP Development Permit Guidelines and Hamilton Sub Area Plan Development Permit
Guidelines contain policies to provide noise mitigation measures for multi-family developments
that may be impacted by adjacent activities related to traffic and transil. As a result, the
following is proposed to address noise mitigation measures:
¢ Registration of a legal agreement on title to ensure noise mitigation is incorporated into
the overall design of the project based on criteria contained in the 2041 OCP is a
requirement of the rezoning.
¢ Through the forthcoming Development Permit application, require the submission of an
acoustical report from the appropriate professional to demonstrate and confirm that the
design of the development will comply with 2041 OCP nojse level criteria, which also
must take into account thermal requirements.

Rezoning Considerations

A copy of the rezoning considerations that are required to be completed as part of this
application is contained in Attachment 7. The developer is aware of and has agreed to these
requirements.

Analysis

Compliance with Hamilton Area Plan

The proposed 11 unit townhouse development complies with existing Hamilton Area Plan —
Lower Westminster Sub Area provisions for residential redevelopment and is consistent with
other low-density townhouse projects previously approved in this area. This project also
complies with the proposed Hamilton Area Plan concept presented at the last open house on June
27,2013
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Conditions of Adjacency -

The townhouse project fronts directly onto Westminster Highway and a 6 m setback is required
in the proposed zone to facilitate the development of an appropriate streetscape and landscape
treatment. Road and frontage upgrades are also required as part of the servicing for this
development, which will integrate with existing frontage improvements in the area.

A suitable rear yard interface for the existing single-family developments to the west and south 1s
required for this development. The proposed site plan would result in a $ m setback along the
south property line (side yard for the development adjacent to the rear yard of single-family). A
setback ranging from 3.3 m to 4.5 m along the west property line (rear yard for the development
adjacent to rear yard of single-family) is proposed. A 4.7 m setback 1s proposed along the north
property line adjacent to the existing 3-storey neighbouring townhouse development.

These setbacks comply with the provisions of the Town Housing — Hamilton (ZT11) zoning
proposed for the development and will enable appropriate landscaping treatments to be
implemented 1o integrate with the existing surrounding land uses.

Requested Variances

A variance request will be included in the Development Permit application to increase the
proporlion of parking spaced arranged in a tandem configuration from 50% to 100% will be
required to allow 22 tandem parking spaces associated with the 11 townhouse units. Staff
supports the requested variance as a tandemn parking configuration enables for an efficient and
compact site plan and also enables the abilily for the townhouse development to comply with the
minimum Flood Construction Level (FCL) of 3.5 m (geodetic survey datum) applicable to this
area. Tandem parking allows for the habitable space to be Jocated on the level above the parking
garage and above the minimum FCL. This approach also avoids permanent modifications to the
site to raise the overall grade and elevation of the property in order to meet the minimum FCL.

Furthermore, this variance request is supported as the rezoning application and supporting site
plan and parking arrangement was submitted on September 20, 2011 prior to amendments to
tandem parking regulations in the Zoning bylaw in March 18, 2013 that placed a 50% maximum
of parking spaces that could be parked in a tandem arrangement. Prior to the March 18, 2013
amendment, there were no restrictions on the number of parking spaces that could be arranged in
tandem configuration for low-density townhouse redevelopments. Transportation has reviewed
the tandem parking arrangement and proposed variance and are supportive of the project and
parking configuration.

Development Permit Considerations
A Development Permit application will be required for this project to review overall urban
design, form and character and landscaping components. This Development Permjt application
will be completed to a satisfactory level before the rezoning bylaw can be considered for final
adoption by Council. The following is a general list of iters to be examined through the
processing of the Development Permit:

¢ Review to ensure compliance with 2041 OCP and Hamilton Sub Area Plan Multi-Family

Development Permit Guidelines.
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e Review of all requested variances — Based on the submiited site plan, a variance is being
requested to allow for 100% off-street parking spaces for the dwelling units (22 parking
spaces total) to be parked in tandem arrangement.

s Refinement of the landscape plan to confirm tree replacement provisions as
recommended by City’s Tree Preservation Coordinator and appropriate planting and open
space provisions along the front, side and rear yards of the project to integrate with the
neighbouring land uses and on-site outdoor amenity space, walkway and visitor parking
features. '

s Review overall form, character and architectural features of the development to integrate
and provide a cohesive design consistent with the existing surrounding residential land
uses.

s Provisions for convertible unit features and other age-in-place design measures to be
incorporated inio the development.

Financial Impact or Economic impact

None.

Conclusion

The proposal for an 1} unit townhouse development complies with the Hamilton Area Plan and
is consistent with the zoning applied for other recently approved townhouse developmeats in this
area (Lower Westminster Sub Area). The overall configuration and massing of the townhouse
project is sensitive to the existing surrounding residential land uses. Frontage and road upgrades
along this portion of Westminster Highway will also be completed and will integrate with
existing infrastructure in the area. Further design detailing and refinement will be undertaken
through the Development Permit application.

It is recommended that Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500, amendment Bylaw 9064 be introduced
and given first reading.

Kevin Eng /7//'
Planner 1

KE:cas

Attachment |: Location Map

Attachment 2: Conceptual Development Plans

Attachment 3: Development Application Data Sheet

Attachment 4: Hamilton Area Plan — Lower Westminster Sub Area Land Use Map
Attachment 5: Hamilton Area Context Map

Attachment 6: Tree Preservation Plan

Attacliment 7: Rezoning Considerations Concurrence
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City of

) Development Application Data Sheet
Richmond

Development Applications Division

RZ 11-590130 Attachment 3

Address: 226981 and 22711 Westminster Highway

Applicant: Jordan Kutev Architects Inc.

Planning Area(s). Hamilton Area Plan — Lower Westminster Sub Area

Owner:

Existing
0954462 B.C. Ltd. (Inc. No.
BC0954467)
22691 Westminster Hwy — 822 m*
22711 Westminster Hwy — 986 m?
Vacant

Proposed
N/A
1808 m” (consolidated lot)

Site Size (m?):

Land Uses: Low density town housing

Neighbourhood Residential
(NRES)

Small and Large Lot Single Family
Residential; Two Family
Residential; Townhouse
Residential; & Institutional

Single Detached (RS1/F)

OCP Designation: No change - complies

Hamiiton Area Plan — Lower No change - complies

Westminster Sub Area
Designation:

Zoning: Town Housing - Hamilton (ZT11)

N/A 11 townhouse units

| Number of Units:

s ulgj'i‘vli::etzri ots Bylaw Requirement Proposed Variance
Floor Area Ratio: Max. 0.6 0.6 none permitted
Lot Coverage — Building: Max. 35% 34% none
Setback — Front Yard (m): Min. 6 m 6m none
Setback — West Rear Yard (m): None 3.3m none
Setback —ath Side Yard (m): None 52m none
Setback — North Side Yard (m): None 4.7m none
| Height (m): 10.6 m 9.7m | none
gzéi"{:fggirggﬁoﬁﬁécfs - 2 (R) and 0.2 (V) per unit | 2 (R) and 0.2 (V) per unit none
22 dwelling unit parking 22 dwelling unit parking
Off-street Parking Spaces — Total: spaces ~ spaces none
3 visitor parking spaces 3 visitor parking spaces
(Trzgf;eer:tg arking f:@)ces Up to 50% permitted 100% requested r\efzgggfe%
Amenity Space — Outdoor: 6 m” per unit 66 m” none

PLN - 209




ATTACHMENT 4

City of Richmond
Lower Westminster Sub-Area Land Use Map z6omoe2s
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ATTACHMENT 5
Hamilton Area Plan Update
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1. Lower Westminster Sub-Area (Area 1)
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ATTACHMENT 7

. Rezoning Considerations
Richmond Development Applications Division

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

Address: 22691 and 22711 Westminster Highway File No.: RZ 11-590130

Prior to final adoption of Zoning Amendment Bylaw 9064, the developer is required to complete the
following:

. Provincial Ministry of Transportation & Infrastructure Approval of zoning amendment bylaw 9064.
2. Consolidation of all the lots into one development parcel.

3. City acceptance of the developer’s offer to voluntarily contribute $5,500 to the City’s Tree Compensation Fund for
the planting of replacement trees within the City in lieu of planting them on the subject site. (Calculation based on 18
on-site trees to be removed and replaced at a 2:1 ratio as per OCP. Landscape plan indicates 25 trees can be planted
on the subject site. Remaining balance of 11 trees 1o be compensated for at $500 per tree). If additional replacement
fress (over and beyond the 25 replacement trees proposed at rezoning stage) could be accommodated on-site (as
determined at the Development Permit stage), the above cash-in-lieu contribution can be reduced at the rate of $500
per additional replacement tree to be planted on-site.

4. [nstallation and inspection of appropriate tree protection fencing deemed necessary by the consulting arborist to
protect the 2 off-site trees located on neighboring property to the west. Tree protection fencing can be removed if a
tree removal permit is approved for these two off-site trees.

5. The granting of a 3 m by 3 m wide statutory right-of-way at the nonh cast corner of the consolidared site for the
purposes of accommodating sanitary sewer service (connection, inspection chamber and manhole).

6. Registration of a legal agreement on title identifying that the proposed development must be designed and constructed
in a manner that mitigates potential land use interface noise (traffic and transit) to the proposed dwelling units.
Dwelling units must be designed and constructed to achieve:

a) CMHC guidelines for interior noise levels as indicated in the chart below:

Portions of Dwelling Units Noise Levels {decibels)
Bedrooms 35 decibels
Living, dining, recreation rooms 40 decibels
Kitchen, bathrooms, hallways, and utility rooms 45 decibels

b) The ASHRAE 55-2004 “Thermal Environmental Conditions for Human Occupancy” standard for interior living
spaces.
7. Registration of a flood plain covenant on title identifying a minimum habitable elevation of 3.5 m GSC.

8. City acceptance of the developer’s offer to voluntarily contribute $0.77 per buildable square foot (e.g. $8,991) to the
City's public art fund. (Calculation based on the maximum 0.6 F.A.R permitied based on the proposed zoning district)

9. City acceptance of the developer’s offer to voluntarily contribute $1,000 per dwelling unit (e.g. $11,000) in-lieu of
on-site indoor amenity space.

10. City acceptance of the developer’s offer to voluntarily contribute $2.00 per buildable square foot (e.g. $23,353) to the
City's affordable housing fund. (Calculation based on the maximum 0.6 F.A.R permitted based on the proposed
zoning district)

11. Registration of a legal agreement on title prohibiting the conversion of the tandem parking area into habitable space.

12. The submission and processing of a Development Permit* completed to a level deemed acceptable by the Director of
Development.

13. Enter into a Servicing Agreement* for the design and construction of road/frontage improvements, service
connections along Westminster Highway and intersection upgrades at McLean Avenue and Westminster Highway.
Works include, but may not be limited to:

PLN - 213 N
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a) For the entire consolidated site's development frontage on Westminster Highway south 1o McLean Avenue,
design and construction of the ultimate cross section for Westminster Highway, including 14.1 m wide pavement
(3 vehicular lanes at 3.5 m width each, 2 bicycle lanes at 1.8 m width each), concrete curb and gutter along the
west side with a [.5 m grass & treed boulevard and 1.5 m wide sidewalk along the property line.

b)Y North of the consolidated site’s development frontage, design and construction of an interim 1.5 m asphalt
walkway to connect to the existing walkway to the north.

¢) Upgrades to the existing traffic signal at McLean Avenue and Westminster Highway to include Audible
Pedestrian Signal features.

d) Relocation of the existing utility pole aJong the Westminster Highway frontage of the development site may be
required as a result of the required road/frontage improvements, which will be determined through the Servicing
Agreement apptication and design submission process.

e) Servicing Agreement design is required to include all service tie-ins/connections.

) All works to be at the solc cost of the developer.

Prior to a Development Permit* being forwarded to the Development Permit Panel for consideration, the
devcloper is required to:

B

3]

3.

Submission of a landscape letter of credit/bond for the purposes of securing implementation of the Jandscaping for the
proposed development.

Coinplete an acoustical and thermal report and recommendations prepared by an appropriate registered professional,
which demonstrates that the interior noise levels and noise mitigation standards comply with the City's Official
Community Plan and Noise Bylaw requirements. The standard required for air conditioning systems and their
alternatives (e.g. ground source heat pumps, heat exchangers and acoustic ducting) is the ASHRAE 55-2004 “Thermal
Environmental Conditions for Human Occupancy” standard and subsequent updates as they may occur. Maximuin
interior nojse levels (decibels) within the dwelling units must achieve CMHC standards follows:

- Portions of Dwelling Units Noise Levels (decibels)
Bedrooms 35 decibels
Living, dining, recreation rooms 40 decibels
Kitchen, bathrooms, hallways, and utility rooms 45 decibels

Other items may be identified through the processing of the Development Permit application.

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

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 Contro) Manual for works on Roadways (by Ministry of
Transportation) and MMCD Traffic Regulation Section 01570.

2. Incorporation of convertible housing features and age-in-place measures in Building Permit (BP) plans as determined
via the Rezoning and/or Devclopment Permit processes.

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

Note:

¥

This requires a separate application.

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

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

bylaw. PLN - 214
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The preceding agreements shall provide security to the City including indemnities, warranties, equitable/rent charges, letters of
credit and withholding permits, as deemed necessary or advisable by the Director of Development. All agreements shall be in a
fonn and content satisfactory to the Director of Development.

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

- Signed Copy on File -

Signed Date
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‘1 Clty of
04 Richmond Bylaw 9064

Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500
Amendment Bylaw 9064 (RZ 11-590130)
22691 and 22711 Westminster Highway

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

1. The Zoning Map of the City of Richmond, which accompanies and forms part of Richmond
Zoning Bylaw 8500, is amended by repealing the existing zoning designation of the
following area and by designating it “TOWN HOUSING - HAMILTON (ZT11)”.

P.1.D. 010-179-500
Lot 2 Section 2 Block 4 North Range 4 West New Westrainster District Plan 16060

P.1.D. 000-964-492 -
Lot 3 Section 2 Block 4 North Range 4 West New Westminster District Plan 16060

2. This Bylaw may be cited as “Richmood Zoning Bylaw 8500, Amcndment Bylaw 9064”,

FIRST READING

A PUBLIC HEARING WAS HELD ON

CITY OF
RICHMOND

APPROVED

by

i

SECOND READING

THIRD READING

APPROVED
by Director

M;?'

OTHER CONDITIONS SATISFIED

MINISTRY OF TRANSPORTATION AND
INFRASTRUCTURE APPROVAL

ADOPTED

MAYOR CORPORATE OFFICER

4002430 PLN - 216




	Agenda Cover Sheet - PLN - Oct. 22, 2013
	Minutes - PLN - Oct. 8, 2013
	#1 - Bridgeport Area Plan Bylaw 9024 - McKessock
	Att. 1 - Location Map
	Att. 2 - Open House Presentation Boards
	Att. 3 - Summary of Feedback rec'd
	Att. 4 - Conceptual Map
	Att. 5 - Map Proposed Amendment
	Att. 6 - YVR Response
	Bylaw 9024

	#2 - ZA Bains - 6580 Francis Rd
	Att. 1 - Location Map
	Att. 2 - Data Sheet
	Att. 3 - Lot Size Policy 5428
	Att. 4 - Tree Retention Plan
	Att. 5 - Rezoning Considerations
	Bylaw 9061

	#3 - ZA Kasian Architecture - 5580-5600 Parkwood Way
	Att. 1 - Location Map
	Att. 2 - Conceptual Development Plans
	Att. 3 - Data Sheet
	Att. 4 - Letter - Richmond Auto Mall Assoc.
	Att. 5 - Letter - MT&I - Sep. 17, 2013
	Att. 6 - Rezoning Considerations
	Bylaw 9052
	Bylaw 9053
	Bylaw 9054

	#4 - COR - Heritage Alteration Permit - 3811 Moncton St
	Att. 1 - Proposed Signs
	Att. 2 - Steveston Museum Site Bldg Comm Minutes - Jun. 6, 2013
	Att. 3 - Richmond Heritage Comm Minutes - Jun. 19, 2013
	Permit - HA 13-636133
	Location Map
	Sch. A

	#5 - ZA Interface Architecture - 4991 No. 5 Rd
	Att. A - Location Map & Aerial Photo
	Att. B - Report to Committee dated Jan. 16, 2012
	Att. C - Revised Conceptual Development Plans
	Att. D - Updated Data Sheet
	Att. E - Staff Memo dated Aug. 23, 2013
	Att. F - Revised Rezoning Considerations
	Bylaw 8947
	Bylaw 8948
	Bylaw 8986

	#6 - ZA - Kutev Architects - 22691 & 22711 Westminster Hwy
	Att. 1 - Location Map
	Att. 2 - Conceptual Development Plans
	Att. 3 - Data Sheet
	Att. 4 - Hamilton Area Plan
	Att. 5 - Hamilton Area Context Map
	Att. 6 - Tree Preservation Plan
	Att. 7 - Rezoning Considerations
	Bylaw 9064




