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  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 PLN-25 for full report  

  Designated Speaker:  Wayne Craig
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  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: 

   (a) 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: 

   (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; and 

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

  

 
 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) 

PLN-53  See Page PLN-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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 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) 

PLN-68  See Page PLN-68 for full report  

  Designated Speaker:  Wayne Craig

  STAFF RECOMMENDATION 

  (1) 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; 

  (2) 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; 

  (3) 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; 

  (4) 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 

  (5) 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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 4. 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) 

PLN-92  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. 

  

 
 5. 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) 

PLN-116  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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   (a) 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. 

  

 
 6. 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) 

PLN-192  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. 

  

 
 7. MANAGER’S REPORT 

 
  

ADJOURNMENT 
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City of 
Richmond Minutes 

Date: 

Place: 

Present : 

Also Present: 

Call to Order: 

4008121 

Planning Committee 

Tuesday, October 8, 201 3 

Anderson Room 
Richmond City Hall 

Councillor Bi ll McNul ty, Chair 
Councillor Evelina Halsey-Brandt 
Councillor Chak Au 
Councillor Linda Barnes 
Councillor Harold Steves 
Mayor Malcolm Brodie 

Councillor Linda McPhail 

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

MINUTES 

It was moved and seconded 
That the minutes of the meeting of the Planning Committee held on 
Tuesday, September 17, 2013, be adopted as circuillted. 

CARRIED 

NEXT COMMITTEE MEETING DATE 

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

COMMUNITY SERVICES DEPARTMENT 

I. 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) 

I. 
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Planning Committee 
Tuesday, October 8, 2013 

r t was moved and seconded 
That Housing Agreement (9500 Cambie Road) Byla w No. 8862 be 
introduced alld givell first, second, alld third readings to permit the City, 
ollce By/aw No. 8862 has been adopted, to ellter illlo a Housing Agreement 
subs/all/ially i" 'lte form attached hereto, ill {lecort/allce witlt 'lte 
reqlliremellls of s. 905 of 'he Local Govemmelll Act, /0 secure lite 
Affordable Housing Units reqllired as a condition 0/ Rezoning Application 
No. /0-557519. 

CARRIED 

PLANNING & DEVELOPMENT DEPARTMENT 

2. APPLICATION BY FIRST RI CHMOND 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 (ZC32) - WEST CAMBIE AREA" AND "SCHOOL & 
INSTITUTIONAL (SI)" 
(File Ref. No. 12·8060·20·8864/8865/8973, RZ 10-528877) (REDMS No. ]979427 v.6) 

Wayne Craig, Director, Development, advised that in response to the 
September 17, 2013 referral, staff have met with the applicant to disc llss 
revisions to the si te plan to address concerns raised by Committee; 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, highlighted the following information 
regarding traffic projections: 

• 

• 

approximately 300 two-way vehicular trips are projected to be entering 

and exiting the proposed development during the morning peak hour, 
1,300 fo r the afternoon peak hour, and 1,800 for the Saturday afternoon 
peak hour; and 

in tenus 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. 

2. 
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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 left turn lanes and an exclusive right turn lane, would sufficiently 
accommodate the projected increase in traffic volume for approximately ten 
years; therefore, the construction of the Alexandra Connector Road is not 
needed in the immediate future. 

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

rn response to queries from Committee, Mr. Wei advised that (i) the proposed 
intersection improvements would have to be completed prior to the opening of 
the proposed Walmart store, and (ii) should the rezoning 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 Stantcc Consulting Ltd. were not included 
as part of staff's memorandums. As per Committee's direction, a complete 
copy of the ESA report was distributed on the table to Committee (attached to 
and forming part of these Minutes as Schedule I). 

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 adv ised 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 , 1043 1 Monfield Road, expressed concern regarding the neglect 
and possible loss 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 with in 
cycling and walking distance. 

3. 
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Planning Committee 
Tuesday, October 8, 2013 

Michael Wolfe, 9371 Odlin Road, commented on the need for the City to 
fannulate 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 Cambic 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 suggest ing 
that the developer sell the subject properties to other establishments more 
acceptab le 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 Committee, Mr. Dring stated that the City's 
Advisory Committee on Envi ronment (ACE) is 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 (anached 
to and forming part of these Minutes as Schedule 4). 

In response 10 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 to 
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, 1363 1 Blundell Road, spoke about the proposed Walmart store's 
siting, noting that other cit ies' 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. 

In 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 
requcsted that the Official Community Plan (OCP) be respected and that 
ESAs be protected. 

4. 
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Planning Committee 
Tuesday, October 8, 2013 

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

Shawn Sangha, 10540 Southridge Road, expressed concern regarding 
property negotiations hi s family has had with the developer. Also, Mr. 
Sangha commented on the traffic study, noting that a high volume of trafiie 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 li kely to worsen should the development proposal 
go forward. 

In relation to the concern cxpressed 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 detennined 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 mctre is based on recent 
costs of ecological work done in the West Cambie Area; 

• there have been past developmen ts where an applicant has made cash 
contributions for offsitc 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 environmental strategies; 

• at Council's direction, staff can work with the ACE on envirorunental 
and ecological aspccts of the proposed development; 

• Council may amend the terms of the proposed rezoning application up 
to the third reading of the proposed bylaws; and 

• staff is of the opinion that the proposed development IS pedestrian­
oriented. 

5. 
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Planning Committee 
Tuesday, October 8, 2013 

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

It was moved and seconded 
(I) Tlml Official Community Plan Bylaw 7100, Amelllimelll Bylaw 8865, 

10 amend the Alexandra Neighbourhood Lalld Use Map ill Schedule 
2./I.A of West Cambie Area Plan (WCAP) liS shown Oil lite proposed 
amendment plall to: 

(a) redllce lite minimum density permit/ell/rom 1.25100.60 FAR ill 
ft;lixed Use Area A,' 

(b) adjust 'lte proposed alignment of May Drive withi" 'lte 
developmelllialldsj aud 

(e) reduce fhe ~'Park" desigllatioll oller portiolls of 9440, 9480 alld 
9500 Alexandra Road; 

be introduced ami givell first reading; 

(2) That Official Community Plm, Bylaw 9000, Amelldment Bylaw 8973, 
to amelld Allac/mrent 2 to Schedule I of tire Official Community Plan 
"2041 OCP ESA Map" 10 eliminate the Environmentally Sensitive 
Area (ESA) desigllatio" for 9440, 9480 amI 9500 Alexalldra Road, be 
ilttrodllced ami given first reading; 

(3) That Official Community Plan Bylaw 7100 A mendment Bylaw 8865 
alld Official Commullity Plan Bylaw 9000 Amendment Bylaw 8973, 
Iravillg beell cOllsidered;1I conjullction witlr: 

(a) tire City's Financial Plan alld Capital Program; ami 

(b) tire Greater ValJcou ver Regional District Solid JVaste ami 
Liquid Waste Managemellt Plans; 

is Irereby deemed to be cOllsistent witlr said program and pia liS, ill 
accordance witlr Sectio" 882(3)(a) of tir e Local GoVerlllllellt Act; 

(4) That Official Community Plait Bylaw 7100 Amendmellt Bylaw 8865 
"lid OCP Bylaw 9000 Amendment By law 8973 Iraving been 
considered ill accordallce witlr OCP By law Preparation Consultatioll 
Policy 5043, are Irereby deemed 1I0t to require furtlr er cOllsultatioll,' 
alld 

6. 
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Planning Committee 
Tuesday, October 8, 2013 

(5) rltat Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500, Amendme"t Bylaw 886,( to 
creale the "Neighbour/rood Commercial (ZC32) - West Cambie 
Area" ZOlle and rezone 4660, 4680, 4700, 4720, 4740 Gardell City 
Road alld 9040, 9060, 9080, 9180, 9200, 9260, 9280, 9320, 9340, 
9360,9400,9420, 9440, 9480 alld 9500 Alexandra Road/rom "Single 
Detached (RSJ/ F)" to "Neighbourhood Commercial (ZCl2) - West 
Cambie A rea" ami "School & Illstitulional (SI)", be introduced ami 
given first reading. 

The question on the motion was not called as Committee raised concern with 
regard to (i) 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, (ii i) 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 
of a buffer, and (v) the loss of a significant portion of natural land within the 
subject si te. 

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 usc plan confonns with the West Cambic Area Plan, (iii) 
an extens ive 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 acquisition 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 usc plan, it was suggested that 
such direction be given to staff's in the fonn ora Council resolution. 

The Chair clarified that should Committee vote favourably on the proposed 
application, the proposed app lication would merely move forward fo r 
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 CIIr. 
Steves opposed. 

7. 
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Planning Committee 
Tuesday, October 8, 2013 

ADJOURNMENT 

II was moved and seconded 
Tltill the meeting adj ourn (5:30 p.m.). 

Councillor Bill McNulty 
Chair 

CARRIED 

Certified a true and correct copy of the 
Minutes of the meeting of the Planning 
Committee of the Council of the City or 
Richmond held on Tuesday, October 8, 
2013. 

Rustico Agawin 
Auxiliary Committee Clerk 

8. 
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Stantec 

VIA EMAIL 

March 4, 2013 

Project No: 1231-10550 

Stantec Consulting Ltd. 
4370 Dominion Street, 5" Floor 
Burnaby, BC VSG 4L7 
Tel: (604) 436-3014 
Fax: (604) 436-3752 

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

Attention : Alan Lee 

Dear Alan: 

Schedule 1 to the Minutes of the 
Planning Committee Meeting of 
Tuesday, October 8, 2013. 

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

1 INTRODUCTION 

First Richmond North Shopping Centres Limited is submitting a rezoning application to develop a 
portion of the quarter section 34-5-6 adjacent to Alderbridge Way and Garden City Road in 
Richmond, British Columbia. A portion of this site is designated as an Environmentally 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 
ESA 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 
habitat 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 9000. A 
draft technical report included with the 2041 OCP was the 2012 Environmentally 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. Infini te Solutions. PLN - 15



Stantec 
First Richmond North Shopping Centres Umited 
Attention: Alan l ee 
Project No: 1231·10550 

March 4, 2013 
Page2of5 

Reference: ESA Update for Rezoning Appllcatlon at 9440, 9480, and 9500 Alexandra Road, Richmond, Be 

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 
trulhed 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 laken at various locations on the site, 
Cover was estimated for the dominant species observed. Tree species were recorded during an 
existing tree assessment (MJM 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 
> 

eaper birch (Betula papyrifera) with an open understory of grasses and rushes (Photo 1, Appendix 
A). There are minor amounts of invasive Himalayan blackberry (Rubus anneniacus). Table 1 below 
provides a list of the dominant species within this polygon. 

Table 1: Dominant Understory Species within Polygon 1 

Common Name I Scientific Name % Cover 

reed canarygrass Pha/aris arundinacea 15 , --~--~ .-----1--- "-- ._---
Spiraea douglasii I 15 

~~ 
hardhack 

common rush Juncus effusus 15 

Himalayan blackberry· Rubus armeniacus 10 - -- ---
bentgrass Agrostis sp. 5 

bracken fern P/eridium aquilinum 2 

NOTE: 
• Invasive species 
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Stantec 
First Richmond North Shopping Centres limited 
Attention: Alan Lee 
Project No: 1231·10550 

March 4, 2013 
Page 3 of5 

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

3.2 Polygon 2-Japanese Knotweed 

Polygon 2 is approximately 0.1 acres and is located on the east boundary of 9500 Alexandra Road. It is 
entirely composed of Japanese knotweed (Po/ygonum cuspidalum) (Photo 2, Appendix A). Japanese 
knotweed 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 
Agriculture 2011). 

3.3 Polygons 3 and 4-Anthropogenic Disturbance 

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

T able 2: Dominant Understory Species w ithin Po lygon 3 

Common Name Scientific Name % Cover 

Himalayan blackberry* Rubus armeniacus 15 

creeping buttercup Ranunculus repens 10 

evergreen blackberry· Rubus laciniatus 5 

hardhack Spiraea douglasii 5 ---
reed canarygrass Phalaris arundinacea 5 

NOTE: 
• Invasive species 

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 result 

of surrounding disturbances (roads and existing development), limited connectivity to additiona! habitat, 

small polygon patch size, and presence of invasive weeds in the understory. If !eft 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, choking out native species. The remainder of 

the site is devetoped and/or highly disturbed and contains early seral stage vegetation and invasive 

species. These attributes are not consistent with an ESA designation. 
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Stantec 
First Richmond North Shopping Centres Limited 
Attention: Alan Lee 
Project No: 1231-10550 

March 4,2013 
Page 4 of5 

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

5 CLOSURE 

This ESA update has been prepared for the sale benefrt of First Richmond North Shopping Centres 

Limited. If 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 . 

Tracy Anderson, B.Se., R.P.8io. 
Project'l3iologisl 

TNMR/pf 

One Team. Infinite Soluliom. 

Reviewed by: 

!'~6:::-
Senior Vegetation Ecologist 
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Stantec 
FIR1 RicfImon<.l North Shopping ~n(r" L1miIed 
AUen1lOn; Nan 1M 
Prc,ed No: t23H05!1O 

March 4, 2013 
P.~oI 5 

Rd • ..-I: ESJI Ufflte lor Rwonlna Applioca11on at "'40, HlO, , .... _ AI .... ncI' .. RO!d, Richmond, Be 

6 REFERENCES 

Be Ministry of Agricul1llrll. 2011 . F~Jd Guidll to Noxiou, and Other Sele<:ted Weeds 01 Br~jsl'l 
Columbl •. Acce~sed (February 2013): ~ov,bc calcroppro!ljkpo!weed.htn) 

MIctIHI J . Mils ConllJltlng 2012 e~l,tIng Tree Assessment Sumnl.ry Plan MJM File 11923 
February 16, 2012 
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Jim Wright, President, Garden City Conservation Society. Address: 8300 Osgoode Drive, Richmond. 

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. 

I 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. 

I must add that Alexandra retail can be la rger 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 wi ldlife 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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Jim Wright, President, Garden City Conservation Society. Address: 8300 Osgoode Drive, Richmond. 

As a citizen, I 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 ofthe 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. 

I 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 Wa/mart City Lands would be for ridicule. 

But the social, physical and spiritual well ness 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 ifthe 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. 
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Dear City of Richmond Planning Committee, 

Schedule 3 to the Minutes of the 
Planning Committee Meeting of 
T uesday, October 8, 2013. 

Being born and raised in Richmond I have seen the city undergo a wealth oftransformations, some for 

the good, some for the detriment of our 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 I 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 

commercia l 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 

E5A decisions. Compensation in t he form of utility and sustainability initiatives is not equivalent to 

mitigation of an ESA. 

From a socia-economic perspective, knowing that we have approximately 25% of our population as tow­

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 w1ll iead to greater air pollution 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 large 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). 

I 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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Schedule 4 to the Minutes of the 
Pla nning Committee Meeting of 
Tuesday, Octo ber 8, 2013. 

Hello, my name is Shelley Dubbert and I reside at 4420 Garden City Road. I have been a resident and home owner in the 

Alexandra area for over 27 years. 

I have seen many changes in the area, and a whole lot of deterioration while we sit and 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 lost and forgotten area 

stilJ without anything resembling a sidewalk and only ditches as we've had for 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. 

. 
I welcome the development and multifamily residences. It is 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 Camble & #S Road 

turned into 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 municipa lit ies. We have Terra Nova and 

Ironwood to serve their neighborhoods. Yes, the mall will also bring visitors from Ladner, South Vancouver and whoever 

decides to 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. Just like those who are not Vaohan mall shoppers, 

but there are others who shop there regularly. This is a diverse community and people need choices. The city wi~1 

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 Urb~n Forest along Alderbridge may look lush and green as you drive by, I 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 and activity. There have been several house fires and I 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 bui ld a mall? 'don't recall any other 

potentJal development g9ing through this. It appears Smart Centres has met the city requirements and from the online 

virtua l tour I've seen, it looks well planned, far better than the numerous mails 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 well planned 

community. 

Thank you. 
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Walmart the High cost of Low Price Oct 8th. 2013 

Schedule 5 to the Minutes of the 
Planning Committee Meeting of 
Tuesday, October 8, 2013. 

The United Food and Commercial Workers Union of Canada reported that after- Walmart workers in 

Jonquiere Quebec unionized within a couple ~~'t-in 10& ~ r~ their jobs.. In a Potara 

poll 80" of people dismissed the daim that the -., was losing money and believe the -., was 

dosed to frighten other walmart employees from unionizing. 

Walmart is bigger than Home depot. Kroger, Target, Sears. Costcoand Kmartcombined. Walmart 

averages a profit of 36 billion per year. It does not help the 10<31 economy when 92 "of what walmart 

sells is made in China. Walmart employs L6 million people and only 12 "make a living above the 

poverty line. 

Walmart has lawsuits pending against it in 38 states in USA over allegations of cheatire 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 Capilano 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. induding: 

~ impact of workers of low wages and benefits 

- Whether they would drive wages at competire retail stores to the bottom 

-How many local stores would be driven out of business 

- The cost to the province and city of providing pubrtC benefits to walmart employees 

Los Angeles has made such a study a requirement of big box store application. 

Richmond Clty 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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To: 

From: 

Re: 

City of 
Richmond 

Planning Committee 

Wayne Craig 
Director of Development 

Report to Committee 

Date: October 15, 2013 

File: 08-4045-20-1212013 
-Vol 01 

Bridgeport Area Plan Amendment Bylaw 9024 - McKessock Neighbourhood 

Staff Recommendation 

I) 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; 
is hereby deemed to be consistent with said program and plans, in accordance with Section 882 
(3) (a) of the Local Govenunent 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 fonnal comment; and 
b) Board of Education School District No. 38 (Richmond) for infonnation 
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. 

t~;t!:} 
Director of Development 

CL:b\g / 

REPORT CONCURRENCE 

ROUTEOTO: CONCUR~ CONCi-ENC; F ~;RAL MANAGER 
Policy Planning g/ Transportation 

REVIEWED BY DIRECTORS INITIALS: ~ROVEDBY~I 
'\)v'l ( 
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October 15,201 3 -2- 08-4045-20-1 2/2013-VoI01 

Staff Report 

Origin 

On November 13.2012 Council passed the following referral motion: 

"ThaI staff be directed to conduct public consu/lation beginning ;n January 2013 with the 
owners and residents a/properties identified in a specified notification area within the 
Bridgeport planning GreG (as shown on A ttachment 6 to the staff report dated 
OClober 9, 2012, fi'om the Director of Development), for [he purpose of exploring: 
oj land lise options/or future redevelopment a/those properties shown hatched on 

Allachmenl 6; and 
b) road alignment options for the extension of McKessock Place. " 

The purpose of thi s report is to: 

1) Summarize the results of the public consultation process. 

2) Recommend a land use and road aligrunent option fo r the Study Area. 

f or the purpose of thi s 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 1·louse 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 Plarming 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 1·louse, and which were also available on the 
City's web site. Interested members of the public were asked to complete a Comment Sheet 
indicat ing 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-fanl ily dwellings, and which are included in Lot Size Policy 5448. The Lot 
Size Policy allows for: 

• Lots on McKessock Avenue and a future extension to McKessock Place to rezone and 
subdivide to "Single Detached (RS21B)"(i.e., 12 m wide lots). 

• Lots on Bridgeport Road and Shell Road to rezone and subdivide to "Single Detached 
(RS2/o)" (i.e., 15 m wide lots), unless there is a lane or internal road access, in which case 
"Single Detached (RS21B)" is allowed. 
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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 Lo! Size Policy 
i.e., RS21B zoning and subdivision (/2 m wide lots and 360 m) area), and with a 
rear lane for those lots fronting Bridgeport Road. 

Concept 2: Single1'amily development under an amended Single-Family Lot Size Policy 
i.e. , RS21B zoning and subdivision/or interior lots (12m wide lots and 360 m2 

area), and Re2 zoning and subdivision with a rear lane for those lots fronting 
Bridgeport Road (9 m wide lots and 270 m2 area). 

Concept 3: Townhouses and single:family development under the existing Single-Family Lot 
Size Policy 
i. e. , townhouses along Bridgeport Road and RS21B 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: 

• 11 responses in total; seven (7) respondents [TOm within the McKessock Neighbourhood. 
• Some respondents indicated more than one (1) preference. 
• One (1) preference for Concept I (RS2/B under existing Lot Size Policy). 
• Two (2) preferences for Concept 2 (RS2/B and RC2 under an amended Lot Size Policy). 
• Seven (7) preferences for Concept 3 (Townhouses and RS21B under existing Lot Size Policy). 
• One (1) preference for an alternative concept that does not comply with City regulations or the 

Land Title Act. 
• Three (3) identified an alternative preference for commercial uses (i.e., 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-Farnily Lot Size Po licy, 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 rn2 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 ofMcKessock Avenue. Specifically: 

• 2351,2355 and 2371 McKessock Avenue were created in 1994. 

• 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 McKessockAvenue 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 properties. 
New houses have recently been built at: 

• 2851 Shell Road in 2006. 

• 2831 Shell Road in 20 II. 

• 2731 Shell Road in 2012. 

• 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 app lication 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 representing 
the proposal intends to proceed with the rezoning and subdivision applications. 

Attach ment 4 provides a visual picture of the history of rezoning, subdivision and building 
pemlit 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 detai l i.n the next section and in the proposed policy 
amendments to the Bridgeport Area Plan, and is 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 flexib il ity to consider the 
"backlands" of lots fronting McKessock A venue and Shell 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 fo llowing reasons: 

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

• Some propel1y owners and attendees at the Open House expressed support for the backlands 
of the lots front ing McKessock Avenue and Shell Road to be considered for future 
development to townhouses in addition to those fronting Bridgeport Road. 

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

• 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: 

• North Richmond has sufficient land designated for commercial purposes in the 2041 ocp to 
meet the projected demand to the year 204 1. 

• There is already sufficient cOITUllcrcialland in this neighbourhood to serve the Tait 
resident ial community and Bridgeport area . 

• 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 onc other alternative concept proposed by the owner of 
2380 McKessock Avenue (shown on the third page of Attachment 3), because: 

• 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 municipal jurisdiction. 

• This proposal does not enable the extension ofMcKessock 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 Avenue and Shell Road (as shown 
in Attachment 5), from "Residential (Single~Fam]ly)" to two new designations entitled: 

a. "Residential Area I"; and 

b. "Residential Area 2"; 

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 pennit the land in "Residential Area I" to be developed primarily for Single~Family 

lots (as per Lot Size Policy 5448). 

Low density townhouses in "Residential Area I" may be considered, subject to the following 
development requirements: 
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a. Permitted Density 

1. The maximum floor area ratio (FAR) is DAD. This may be increased to a 
higher density 0[0.60 subject to compliance with the City's Affordable 
Housing Strategy. 

b. Land Assembly/Adjo ining Area 
i. Involve a minimum land assembly 0[3,000 m2

• 

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

iii. Involve a land assembly with at least 40 m frontage on Shell Road. 

c. Residual Sites 
I. Residual sites should be avoided. 

n. Where a residual site is permitted, the residual site must enable viable future 
townhouse development with [Tantage 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 permjtted off McKessock Place). 

11. Vehicle access off Bridgeport Road is discouraged. 

iii. Pedestrian cormectivity is to be coordinated between development sites by 
means of a statutory right-of-way or other sui table 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: 

381 9194 

a. Permitted Density 

I. The maximum floor area ratio (FAR) is 0040 . This may be increased to a 
higher density of 0.60 subject to compliance with the City's Affordable 
Housing Strategy. 

h. Land Assembly 
i. Involve a minimum land assembly of2,500 m2. 

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

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

11. Where a residual site is permitted, the residual site must enable viable futLUe 
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 pennitted offMcKessock Place). 

II . Vehicle 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 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 afthe Bridgeport Area Plan that: 

a. 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 cui-dc-sac, with a secondary 
emergency access to 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 (YVR) as a courtesy. On May 15,2013, YVR provided 
comments on the proposed amendment (Attachment 6). Their response stated that, as the 
McKessock Neighbourhood area is located just outside the Noise Exposure Forecast 30 Contour 
and is exposed to ai rcraft noise and low level aircraft 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 
Pol icy. 

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

If given first reading by Council, 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 of295 
new dwell ing units for a fonnal referral. 

Financial Impact 

None. 
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October 15, 2013 - 8 - 08-404S-20-12/2013-VoI01 

Conclusion 

COlU1Cil 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 Area 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 
Plamting Teclmician 
(604-276-4108) 

CL:blg 

Attachments: 
Attaclunent I: Location Map - the McKessock Neighbourhood 
Attaclunent 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 Pennit 

applications in the neighbourhood 
Attachment 5: Map showing proposed amendment to Bridgeport Area Plan 
Attachment 6: Response from Vancouver International Airport Authori ty 
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ATTACHMENT 2 

Neighbourhood Open House 
McKessocklBridgeportlShel1 

Notification Area and Subject Area 

71 I~I fM.J1 1 
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Neighbourhood Open House 
McKessockiBridgeportlShel1 

Single Family Lot Size Policy 

• 

Rezoning and subdivision permitted as per RS2/B except: 

1. River Drive: RS2/C unless there is a IMe or intemal road access, then RS2IB. 

2. Shell Road: RS2ID unless there is a lane Of internal road access, then RS2IB. 

3. No.4 Road: RS2/C unless there is a lane or internal road access then RS2JB. 

4. Bridgeport Road: RS2ID unless there is a lane or internal road access then RS2/B. 

Rezoning and subdivision permitted as per RS2lD unless there is lane access 
then RC2 or RCH. 

• 

2 ..:-~mond 
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Neighbourhood Open House 
McKessocklBridgeportlShel1 

Water Service Lines 
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Neighbourhood Open House 
McKessockiB ridgeportlS hell 

Right-of-Ways and Sanitary Sewer Service Lines 
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Neighbourhood Open House 
McKessockiBridgeportiShel1 

Drainage Service Lines 
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Neighbourhood Open House 
McKessocklBridgeportiShe l1 

Concept 1- Single Detached Redevelopment on 
medium-sized lots* (minimum 360 m2

) 
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* Reflects existing Lot Size Policy 
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Neighbourhood Open House 
McKessocklBridgeportiShel1 

Concept 2- Single Detached Redevelopment with 
compact lots on Bridgeport Road* (minimum 270 m2) 
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* Requires lot Size Policy amendment 
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Neighbourhood Open House 
McKessocklBridgeportiShel1 

Concept 3-Townhouse and Single Detached 
Redevelopment on medium-sized lots (minimum 360 m2) 
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ATTACHMENT 3 

Summary of feedback received at the Public Open House - January 24 2013 , 

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

• I prefer Concept # 1 # Responses Notes: 

1 • Response: ~Either '1' or '2', nol '3'- townhouses. 
(It) would change area, plus pressure on school 
and traffic on Shell and Bridgeport", 

• 1 prefer Concept # 2 2 Notes: 

N/A 

• I prefer Concept # 3 7 Notes: 

• Response: ·Concept # 3 .. . is acceptable .. . it might be 
possible to add the middle area of the 
back{lands) to the townhouse area." 

• 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 Bridgeport Road ." 

• 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. I propose the following altemative concept to guide future redevelopment of the subject properties : 

• "(along Bridgeport Road north) to 2380 McKessock Avenue and 2731 Shell Road try commercial". 

• "We'd like to propose that Bridgeport Road is a busy location. It's good for commercial". 

• "I prefer the property to be use for commercial use". 

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

• 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 ofthe 
land, namely: 

• 12 m x 24 m lots (similar to RS2IB) 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, 
0 , E, F, G, H etc.). 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 wesl 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 asserts that lanes will address safety and servicing for 
lois on Bridgeport Road. The proposal identifies that new lanes in the subject area should follow existing 
sanitary sewer right-ot-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 otthe north-west corner of Bridgeport Road and Shell Road. 

· Four-storey apartment buildings with 50+ un its, 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 for comprehension 
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• Additional feedback from this respondent not-related to the proposed land use exercise in the subject area, included: 

38 19194 

When wi\! road improvements on the west and east sides of McKessock Avenue, and on the west side of 
She\! Road (north of Bridgeport Road) be completed (e.g. curbs, gutters, boulevards, pavement, trees, lights)? 
The respondent asserts that the City has co\!ected 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 fo\!ow federal regulations and insurance laws of Canada. 

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

The respondent asserts that the house height at 2731 She\! Road does not comply with City regulations, and that 
this is evidenced through comparisons with build ings heights on adjacent lots and with the heights of hydro and 
telephone poles along She\! 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. 
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ATIACHMENT5 

v \ '" 
Residential Area 1 
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Bridgeport Area Plan Revision Date: 09/03113 
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I!!I ...... I~ ~ I3D VAN COUVER 
AIRPORT 

~ AUTHORITY 

15 May 2013 

Mr. Holger Burke 
Development Coordinator 
CITY OF RICHMOND 
6911 No.3 Road 
Richmond, BCV6V 2(1 

Dear Mr. Burke: 

ATTACHMENT 6 

Via Fax: (604) 276-4052 

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 Jetter to Anne Murray, Vice President Community & Environment Affairs - Airport 
Authority, dated 9 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 Nois~ Exposure 
Forecast 30 contour, it is under the extended centerline of the north runway (08Lj26R) 
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, 

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

P.O. BOX 2J1~C 
AI~PDRT POSTilL OUTtH 
RICH MONO. Be CANAOA Y'l8 IV? 

TElEPHOHi ~C4 , 216,6500 

f .. eSIMlll ~0'-27US05 
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City of 
Richmond Bylaw 9024 

Richmond Official Community Plan (OCP) Bylaw 7100, 
Amendment Bylaw 9024 

McKessock Neighbourhood - Bridgeport Area Plan 

The Counci l of the City of Richmond, in open meet ing assembled, enacts as fo llows: 

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

3819202 

a. Repeali ng the existing land use designation of the area shown in "Schedule A" attached to and 
fonning part of Bylaw 9024, on the Land Use Map in the Bridgeport Area Plan, and designating it: 

l. "Residential Area 1 (subject to the policies described in Sections 3.1 and 4.0)"; and 

11. "Residential Area 2 (subject to 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 fonning part of Bylaw 9024. 

c. [nserting the following policies under Objective I in Section 3.1 and re-lettering the subsequent 
policies accordingly: 

"c) Permit the land in "Residential Area I" to be developed primarily fo r single-family 
lots (as per the Lot Size Policy). 

Low density townhouses may be considered in "Residential Area I", 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 dens ity of 0.60 subject to compliance with the City's Affordable 
Housing Strategy. 

ii. Land Assembly/Adjoining Area 

Involve a minimum land assembly of3,OOO m2
. 

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

- Involve a land assembly with at least 40 m frontage on Shell Road. 

iii. Residual Sites 

- Residual sites should be avoided. 

Where a res idual 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 rezon ing. 
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Bylaw 9024 Page 2 

381 9202 

iv. Access 

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

Vehicle access off Bridgeport Road is d iscouraged. 

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. 

d) 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 . L and Assembly 

Involve a min imum land assemb ly 0[2,500 m2
. 

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

iii. Residual Sites 

Residual sites should be avoided. 

Where a residual site is pemlitted, the residual site must enable viable future 
townhouse development with frontage on McKessock Avenue or Shel l 
Road, as demonstrated through a prel im inary plan presented with the prior 
rezoning. 

iv. Access 

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

Vehicle access ofT Bridgeport Road is discouraged. 

Pedestrian connectivity is to be coordinated between development sites by 
means of a statutory right-of-way or other su itable arrangement acceptable to 
the City, to provide a li nkage between McKessock Place and 
Bridgeport Road." 

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

"m) lfthe 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. 

n) If the land adjacent to McKessock Place is developed fo r 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." 
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Bylaw 9024 Page 3 

2. This Bylaw may be cited as "Richmond Official Community Plan (OCP) Bylaw 7100, Amendment 
Bylaw 9024". 

FIRST READING 

PUBLIC HEARING 

SECOND READING 

THIRD READING 

ADOPTED 

MAYOR 

3819202 

CORPORATE OFFICER 
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City of 
Richmond 

To: Planning Committee 

From: Wayne Craig 
Director of Development 

Report to Committee 
Fast Track Application 

Planning and Development Department 

Date: September 30, 2013 

File: RZ 13-639817 

Re: Application by Rav Bains for Rezoning at 6580 Francis Road from Single 
Detached (RSlIE) 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 (RS lIE)" to "Single Detached (RS2/C)", be 
introduced and given first reading. 

,/ ~ ?7 
~~raig tC/ 
Director of DeV:!9)ment 

CL:blg~ 
Att. 

ROUTED To: 

Affordable Housing 

3995085 

REPORT CONCURRENCE 

CONCURRENCE CONCZ :CE OF GENERAL MANAGER 

Ii;l/ ~ / --ZO"'" fi 
1/ / 

y 

( 
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September 30, 2013 

Item 

Applicant 

Location 

Development Application 
Data Sheet 

Zoning 

OCP Designation 

Lot Size Policy 

Affordable Housing Strategy 
Response 

Flood Management 

Surrounding Development 

Rezoning Considerations 

Staff Comments 

Background 

- 2 - RZ 13-6398 17 
Fast Track Application 

Staff Report 

Details 

Rav Bains 

6580 Francis Road (Attachment 1) 

See Attachment 2. 

Existing: Single Detached (RS1/E) 

Proposed: Single Detached (RS2/C) 

Neighbourhood Residential Complies .... Y D N 

Lot Size Policy 5428 (adopted by Council in 
1989; amended in 2008), permits rezoning 
and subdivision of properties fronting 

Complies .... YON 
Francis Road within the subject area in 
accordance with the "Single Detached 

I (RS2/C)" zone (Attachment 3). 
Consistent with the Affordable Housing 
Strategy for single-family rezoning 
applications, the applicant proposes a legal Complies .... Y D N 
secondary suite within the principal dwelling 
on one (1) of the two (2) oro Dosed lots. 
Registration of a flood indemnity covenant on title is required prior 
to final adoption of the rezoninQ bylaw. 
North: Directly across Francis Road, are older homes on lots 

zoned "Sinale Detached (RS1/E)". 
South: Facing Magnolia j~~iVe , are newer homes on lots zoned 

"Sinqle Detached RS11D)" . 
East: An older home on a lot zoned "Single Detached (RS1/E)". 

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

See Attachment 5 

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 m2 in area. The south side of thi s 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. 
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September 30, 2013 - 3 - RZ 13-639817 
Fast Track Application 

Trees & Landscaping 
A Tree Survey and a Certified Arborist's Report were submitted by the applicant, which identify 
and provide recommendations for the 11 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. 

• Retain and protect Tree # 04 located on the adjacent property to the south 
(6611 Magnolia Drive). 

• 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 located 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 Penn it for these trees is required at development stage. The 
app licant is required to submit a landscaping security in the amount of$I ,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 pennit 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 alternative to 

3995085 
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September 30, 2013 - 4 - RZ 13-639817 
Fast Track Application 

tree removal, however, it was not recommended due to the presence of existing utilities and the 
lack of space available within the boulevard to relocate the tree. The app licant has 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: 
• Submission of a Contract entered into between the applicant and a Certified Arborist for 

supervision of any works conducted within Tree Protection Zones. 
• Submission ofa Security in the amount 0[$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 0[$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 materials, 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: 

• 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. 

• 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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September 30, 2013 - 5 -

Subdivision 

At future Subdivision stage, the developer will be required to: 

RZ 13-639817 
Fast Track Application 

• 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), 

• 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 pennit 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 thi s basis, staffrecomrnends support for the application. It is recommended that Richmond 
Zoning Bylaw 8500, Amendment Bylaw 9061 be introduced and given first reading. 

Cynth a 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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Original Date: 07/021 13 

RZ 13-639817 Amended Date: 

Note: Dimensions Ire in METRES 
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City of 
Richmond 

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) : -'B."Ic,-u"nd."e"'II'--_______ _______________ _ 

Date Received: June 26, 2013 Fast Track Compliance: August 23, 2013 

Land Uses 

Zoning Single Detached (RS1 /E) Single Detached (RS2/C) 

On Future 
Bylaw Requirement Proposed I Variance 

Subdivided Lots 

Floor Area Ratio Max. 0.55 Max. 0.55 none permitted 

Lot Coverage - Buildings Max. 45% Max. 45% none 

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

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

Setback - Front Yard (m) Min. 9m Min. 9m none 

Setback - Rear Yard (m) Min. 6m 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 m2 568 m2 none 

Minimum Lot Width 13.5 13.6 none 

Other: Tree replacement compensation required for loss of bylaw-sized trees. 
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ATTACHMENT 3 

City of Richmond Policy Manual 

Page 1 of2 

File 

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 aC90rdance with the provisi<;ms of Single-Family Housing 
District (R1 /B) in Zoning'and Development Bylaw 5300; 

2. Subdivisions along Francis Road as shown on the map will be restricted to Single-Family 
Housing District R1 /C or Single-Family 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 requ irement for a lane access; and - . 

3. This policy is to be used to determine the disposition of future rezoning applications in 
this area, for a period of not less than five years, unless chan-ged by the amending 
procedtJres contained In the Zoning and Development Bylaw. 

2S41932 

PLN - 61



~ Subdivision pennitted as per R lin 

~ Subdivision pennittcd liS per Rile or RIIJ unless 
there i8 a constructed hme access then Rl-O.6 

~ Subdivision permitted as perR l1K 

Policy 5428 
Section 30-4-6 

Adopted Date: 12/18/89 

AmendedDatc: 12/15/08 

Note: Dimonsioollrc In METRIlS 
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City of 
Richmond 

ATTACHMENT 5 

Rezoning Considerations 
Development Applications Division 

6911 NO.3 Road, Richmond, Be V6Y 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: 

I. 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: 

No. of Replacement Trees Minimum Caliper of Deciduous 
0' 

Minimum Height of Coniferous 
Tree Tree 

2 11 em 6m 
2 gem Sm 

2. 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. 

3. 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 e lsewhere in the city. 

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

5. 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 wi ll 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 recei ved. The remaining 10% of the 
security would be released one (1) year later, subject to inspection. 

6 . Submission of a 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 pennit at development stage 

39950 SS 
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7. Registration of a legal agreement on Title 10 ensure thai no final Bui ld ing Permil inspection is granted 
until a secondary suite is constructed in the principa l dwelling on one ( \ ) of tile two (2) future lOIS, to 
the sati sfaction orthe City in accordance with the BC Bui lding Code and the City's Zoning Bylaw. 

Note: Shou ld the applicant change their mind about the Affordable Housing option selected prior to 
final adoption orthe Rezon ing Bylaw, the City will accept a voluntary contribution of $1.00 per 
buildable square foot orthe singie·family deve lopments (i.e. $6, 168) to the City's Affordable 
Housing Reserve Fund in· lieu of registering the legal agreement on Tit le to secure a secondary suite. 

8. Registration of a nood 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 cross ing (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 olHite vehicle 
tum·around capabi lity to prevent vehicles from reversing onto Francis Road. 

Prior to removal of Trees # 01 , 02, 03 from the lIeighbouring 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 froot of the 
subject site: 

• The applicant must contact the Parks department (604-244-1 208 x 1342) four (4) 
business days prior to tree removal to enable proper sign age to be posted. 

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

• Installation oftrec 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 demol ition of the existing 
dwell ing 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 GYS&DD), School Site Acqu isition Charge, 
Address Assignment Fce, 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). 

• Registration of a cross·access easement over the shared driveway (6 m wide at the front lot line 
and 9 III long, centered on the proposed shared property line). 

At Building Pcrmit* 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 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 0 1570. 
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• Obtain a Building Pemlit (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 infonnation, contact the Building Approvals Division at 
604-276-4285. 

Notc: 

• 
• 

This requires a separate application, 

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

All agreements to be registered in the Land Title Office shall have priority over all such liens, charges and 
encumbrances as is considered advisable by the Dircctor of Development. All agreements to be registered in 
the Land Title Office shall, unless the Director of Dcve[opment determines otherwise, be fully registered in the 
Land Title Office prior to enactment of the appropriatc 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 Pennit(s) to the satisfaction of the Director of Engineering may be 
required including, but not limited to, site investigation, testing, monitoring, sile preparation, de-watering, 
drilling, underpinning, anchoring, shoring, piling, pre-loading, ground densification or other activities that may 
result in settlement, displacement, subsidence, damagc or nuisance to City and private utility infrastructure. 

• Applicants for all City Permits are required to comply at all times with the conditions of the Provincial Wildlife 
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 lhat whete significant trees or vegetation exists on site, 
the services ofa Qualified Environmental Professional (QEP) be secured 10 perform a survey and ensure that 
development activities are in compliance with all relevant legislation. 

[Signed original on file] 

Signed Date 
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City of 
Richmond 

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

6580 Francis Road 

Bylaw 9061 

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 fanns paJ.1 of Richmond 
Zoning Bylaw 8500, is amended by repeal ing the existing zoning designation of the 
following area and by designating it "SINGLE DETACHED (RS2/C)". 

P.I.D. 002-682-7 11 
Lot 943 Section 30 Block 4 North Range 6 West 
New Westminster District Plan 61043 

2. This Bylaw may be cited as " llicbmond Zoning Bylaw 8500, Amendment Bylaw 9061 ". 

FIRST READING 

A PUBLIC HEARING WAS HELD ON 

SECOND READING 

TI-URD READING 

OTHER REQUIREMENTS SATISFIED 

ADOPTED 

MAYOR 

4002811 

CORPORATE OFFICER 

""'''' RICHIotOND 

APPROVeO 

'" 
~ 
APPROVED 
by Oirector zr 
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City of 
Richmond 

To: Planning Committee 

From: Wayne Craig 
Director of Development 

Report to Committee 
Planning and Development Department 

Date: October 7, 2013 

File: RZ 12-626430 

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 (ev)" 

Staff Recommendations: 

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

2. That Richmond Official Community Plan Bylaw 7100, Amendment Bylaw 9053, to amend 
Schedule 2.11 B - 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. 

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

4. 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. 

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

/J - ') 
//,~-:c- tZ 
Way;fe Craig ) 
D~irector of Development 

WC:dj 
A. 
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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 (IB I)" 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 dealerships. (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 (IB 1)". 

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

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 I 

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, entertairunent, institutional , hospitality and hotel 
accommodation. 

East Cambie Area Plan - Schedule 2.11 B 

The East Cambie Area Plan Land Use Map designates the subject properties as " Industrial", to 
accommodate the production, manufacturing, storing, transporting, distributing, testing, cleaning, 
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servicing or repair of goods, materials or things. Ancillary offices are only pennitted 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 is 2.9 ill GSC. A Flood Plain Covenant is to be registered on title prior to 
final adoption of the ocp and rezoning Bylaws. 

2041 OCP Aircraft Noise Sensitive Development CANS D) Policy 

The subject properties are within the Aircraft Noise Sensitive Development Area 2, which 
permits non·noise sensitive uses such as an auto dealership to 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 use. 

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 Parkwood Way CRZ 97· 116387) to rezone to a Car 
Dealership and Office space was denied by Council on November 24, 1997, due to concerns 
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 CCV)" zoning within the Auto Mall prohibits office use with the exception of ancillary uses 
10 the auto dealership. 

Another rezoning application was brought forward in 2004 CRZ 04-270729) to rezone a portion 
of the strata at 5600 Parkwood Way from "Industrial Business Park (181)" to "Vehicle Sales 
CCV)" as a means to include the parcel as part of the Auto Mal l. 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 current rezoning 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 to the Ministry for comment, when th~y 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 prel iminary approval on September 17, 2013 
(Attachment 5) based on the following: 

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

2. There wi ll 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 call s from some auto dealerships wanting to fo llow the 
progress of thi s 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, staff are supportive of the development 
proposal, provided that the developer meets all considerations of the rezoning conditions 
(Attachment 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 (lBl)" to "Vehicle 
Sales (CV)" to support auto dealerships will require an amendment to both the Land Use Maps 
of the 2041 ocr (Schedule I) (Bylaw 9052) and the East Cambie Area Plan (Schedule 2.11 B) 
(Bylaw 9053). The proposed amendments are to change the current land use designations of: 

• The 204 1 OCP from "Mixed Employment" to "Commercial"; and 
• 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 
cons istency with the other auto dealership properties within the Auto Mall. 

The benefits of the proposal are that it: enables morc opportunities for auto dealerships to co­
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 " Industrial Business Park (IB))" to "Vehicle Sales (eV)" 

This application proposes to rezone 5580 and 5600 Parkwood Way from "Industria1 Business 
Park (IB I)" to "Vehicle Sales (CV)" to allow the consolidation and subsequent re-subdivision 
with 5660, 5680 Parkwood Way to create a total offive (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 aT-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 fo r the installation of new water, sanitary 
and stonn 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 
connections to serv ice 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 stonn 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 fo llowing considerations to be acceptable to the Director of Transportation: 

• 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. 

3896084 PLN - 73



October 7, 2013 - 7 - RZ 12-626430 

• The road improvements required are a 12 metre wide paved road, a curb and gutter, 1.5 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 require~. 

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 discuss ions 
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 thi s rezoning application. 

Trees 

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

Discharge of Covenants 

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

5600 Parkwood Way .' 
Document Registration Description 

BP278368 
Equivalency agreement for a water sprinkler system to protect the openings within 3 
metres of an exil. 

BA110541 Eauivalencv aoreemenl for fire Drotectioo. 

88548802 Eauivalencv aareement 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 
acco rdance with Part 16 of the British Columbia "Strata Property Act" prior to the adoption of 
rezonmg. 

Servicing Agreement 

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

The developer is responsib le for the works including but not limited to the fo llowing: 
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Water Service: the installation of a 200mm diameter watennain 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 Park wood Way. The 
existing site connections are to be removed and new site connections are required. Fire flow 
calculations are required prior to the issuance of the Building Permit and are to be signed and 
sealed by a professional engineer to confi rm adequate available flow; 

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

- Stonn Drainage: the installation of a 600mm diameter stonn sewer within the proposed road 
dedication, and connecting it to the existing system on Parkwood Way; 

- Other Services: All existing site cOImections 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 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: 
- 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 al 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); 

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 (lB I)" to "Vehicle Sales (eV)", and consolidate with 5660 and 5680 Parkwood 
Way for the purpose of expanding the Richmond Auto Mall. The proposal requires amendments 
to the OCP 204 1 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. 

-~~-?-­
David j@'ffifs{;f(-

Planner 2 
(604-276-4193) 

DJ:cas 

Attachment I: Location Map 
Attachment 2: Conceptual Development Plans 
Attachment 3: Development Application Data Sheet 
Attachment 4: Letter from Richmond Auto Mall Association 
Attachment 5: September 17,2013 letter from Ministry of Transportation and lnfrastructure 
Attachment 6: Rezoni ng Considerations 
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Original Date: 09/04/13 

RZ 12-626430 Amended Date: 

Note: Dimensions are in METRES 

PLN - 78



" 

" 

" 

, 

, 

" .--

=.;K 
NOr ro SCIolE 

" 

\. ..-::~ --~-~~ 
;::.':1 I,j " 

\ 

.. --~,-- .. -.... ~, -, .... _" ............ '" .. .. -" .. ' .. ------ ,." .," -

" , " _ .. ----..! 

------
.......,...,"', . 

MJ!a;1. "A' ---

.~, , 

' = 

" , 

ATTACHMENT 2 
PLAN EPP __ _ 

PROPOseD SUBDMSJON PLAN OF 
LOT 70 PLAN 82764, LOT " PLAN 82762, 
LOT 2S PLAN 1J6865, PARCEL 'A' PLAN BCPfJ46J, 
AND LOT 7 PLAN EPP __ _ 
ALL OF 5£CnON 5 BLOCK 4 NORTH RANGE 5 ~ST 
NEW WESTMINSTER OISTRICT 

.. ~- ... ,-"-""'~- ... ~,, .. _".--. ""'_ ....... ... . ",,,,,,.. 
H"''',.,.., .... 'O' Mr_ No. ,. 
lOrY a IIII:H<OHD) -.. (C$RJ) _ .. _---_ .. _-­_ .... _--_ ......... _,"" ... -_ .. _--,....--, 
~....:'%:':-.-::::.. ...... -- -

' . 
~,o" 

Bk.4 N. 

" 

" 

-"'-,'" 

'" '." '':' 

, 

&C. 5 

-:=::.=,,::--=:.--
. 
e ::::::: _., -,_ ..... 

ANNACIS CONN£CroR 

•• 

" , , 

PLN - 79



City of 
Richmond 

Development Application Data Sheet 
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 2.118) 

I Existing Proposed 

Owner: 0737974 BC Ltd. 0737974 BC Ltd. 

Site Size: 40 ,509 ,0 m2 35,338.0 m2 

(after road dedication) 
Metro Vancouver Regional 
Growth Stratecw Desianation 

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 

Lot Size (min. dimensions): none 

38960&4 

9,330 m2 (Lot 1) 
13,030 m' (Lot 2) 
14,120 m2 (Lot 3) 
11 ,050 m2 (Lot 4) 
9,410 m' (Lot 5)' 

none 
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June 27, 2012. , 
. "' '," 

," 

, 
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. ."j. !,' 

0737974 SG, ~\d: • .J 
cio Larry G..."oz~ " '.,il ' 
Alexander H~lburn Beadlr + ~ang LPl ,j' 

· 2700 - 7,OOWesfGeorgia Street " ! 
Vancouver, Be .. : . . . . ;" !' 
V7Y.1BS ' i : . 

Attention GIVYCoweli . 
- ,..", .'. 

. , .,' .. :' , 

" ~ 

, , , ,. , 
I 

.. ", 

;1. 

. i 
I , · . 
1 

· -i . 

l 
· , 

. . i 
I 

,.' , r .1 

..... 

".-

Dear" Gary: .. ; ! j 
. ' .' '. , I , ,_ . . - '-'. 
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'. of re,zonlng an~, r6"deVelQPTt to T! ,d a~to dea'r~hIP lots, ' , 
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1 ,I . t 

". 

: . Leonard Fong . : .. I "'.' 
-.! 0.., 

, i 
· .i .. 

President , .. ,. '. :' , 

. ' .. '. · Ric~mond Auto MairASSO,Ciatipn . t ( 
, , Richmond AUlp ,Milll HoldirigsjLtd: .: . i 

., .. ' .'. . , ." '.' , 
i;' •..•.. j 

, , I ' . . . " " . I 
. . i ...... :... ' ..... . 

__ ssodation &.!RichmQnd A~to Mallltioidings Ltd.: :' · CC: Bosrd of Di"reCtors, Richmond Aut(j ' M~J I 
. , - ..'. -. " ." .. 1' .. , . i' i , , I ' ..' ., 

< ':'-...' I 
.~ . ,~ 

.- .; 

. '.:. 

• . ~, I 

I l , 
i I ' , , , 

, 
: 

i .... 
,i 
i 
I , , , , , 

-

" , 1. i " , 
I ,. 

:, . :. " 

, , , ". I 

" 

. ,. _ J' 
. '. " :. ':.' i \'. ' ·1 .,' 

==~=' RICHMOND Al!nt~· MAll AS$OCIATION~= 
.' 259 ~ ~34l30 Sri1~II:N~Of lace, RIChmond .. ia.Q. V6V ~W8 ·., 
. .. Phone: (604) 273-3,24~ , .. ' ',' Fax: (~P4) .273·2044 

" . 

.:, . ). ,- .­
~ . \ 

, . 
.. ' . 

:: ,., 

. ' . ; ' 

. .-

: c .• ' 

-' . .. . 

,.', 

,.-

". " 

.. .' . 

." ". 

'. .. : .:. , 

, ,; 

'., . . . . 

." 

.. ',.' 

: ... 
': ... , '. 

PLN - 81



~ BRIT IS H I MinistryofTrnnsportation 
...... C OLUMBIA and Inm!Stmcturc 

City of Richmond 
6911 No.3 Road 
Richmond , BC V6Y 2C 1 
Canada 

Attention: David Johnson, Planner 2 

Re: Proposed Rezoning for: 

ATTACHMENT 5 

DEVELOPMENT APPROVALS 
PRELIMINARY BYLAW 

COMMUNICATION 

Your File #: RZ-12-626430 
eDAS File #: 2013-04275 

Date: Sep/17/2013 

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 provided 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 will 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. 

H1183P-eDAS (2009102) 

Local District Address 

Lower Mainland District 
310- 1500 Woolridge Street 
Coquitlam, Be V3K OB8 

Canada 
Phone: (604) 527-2221Fax: (604) 527-2222 

Page 1 012 
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• Regarding any future buildings/structures: 

• 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 commercial 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 , 

Michael Braun 
Area Development & Operations Technician 

H1183P-eOAS (2009f02) Page 2 of 2 
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City of 
Richmond 

Address: 5580 and 5600 Pa rkwood Way 

ATTACHMENT 6 

Rezoning Considerations 
Development Applications Division 

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

File No.: RZ 12-626430 

Prior to fin al adoption of Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500, Amendment Bylaw 9054, the developer is 
requi red to complete the following: 
1. Final Adoption of OCP Amendment Bylaws 9052 and 9053. 

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

3. 20.0 metre road dedication within the subject site, including 5660 and 5680 Parkwood Way. Additional road 
dedications at the intersections of Park wood Way as per the proposed Subdiv ision plan. Final road dedication 
requirements to be determined by the Director of Transportation, subject to an approved functional design for the new 
roads. 

4. Consolidation of all the lots into one development parcel (which will req uire the demolition of the existing bu ildings). 

5. Registration of an aircraft noise indemnity covenant on title. 

6. Registration ofa flood plain covenant on title identifying a minimum habitable elevation of2.90 m GSC. 

7. Discharge of restrictive covenants BP278368, BA I 1 0541 and BB548802 from the Land Title records. 

8. Confinnation of the cancellation of Strata Plan NW3337. 

9. 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, 

• Installation ofa 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 system on Parkwood Way; 

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

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

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

• 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 bou levard; 

• The proposed new roundabout at the north end connecting with Parkwood Way and aT-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), signa l indications, communications cable, electrical wi ring and serv ice 
conductors, AP$ (Accessible Pedestrian Signals) and illuminated street name sign(s). 

Prior to a Development Permi( being fonvarded to the Development Permit Panel for consideration, the 
developer is required to: 
1. Submit an Arborist Report, identity ing the location and condition of all on-site trees, and to determine the possible 

retention or removal of these trees. 
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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 sha tl 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. . 

2. Incorporation of accessibility measures in Building Penni! (BP) plans as detennined via the Development Pennit 
processes. 

3. Obtain a Building Penn it (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 C ity approvals and associated 
fees may be required as part of the Bui lding Pennit. For additional infonnation, contact the Building Approvals 
Division at 604-276-4285, 

Notc: 

• 
• 

This rcquires 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 2 19 of the Land Title Act. 

A II agreements to be registered in the Land Title Office shall have priority over all such liens, charges and encumbrances as is 
considered advisable by the Director of Development. All agreements to be registered in the Land Title Office shall, unless the 
Director of Development determines otherwise, be ful ly 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 contem satisfactory to the Director of Development. 

• Additional legal agreements, as determined via the subject development's Servicing Agreement(s) and/or Development Pennit(s}, 
and/or Bui lding Pennit(s) to the satisfaction ofthe Director of Engineering may be required including, but not limited to, site 
in vestigation, testing, monitoring, site preparation, de-watering, drilling, underpinning, anchoring, shoring, piling, pre-loading, 
ground densification or other activities that may result in settlemenl, displacement, subsidence, damage or nuisance to City and 
private utility infrastrucrure, 

• Applicants for all City Permits are required to comply at aJltimes with the conditions of the Provincial Wildlife Act and Federal 
Migratory Birds Convention Act, which contain prohibitions on the removal or disrurbance ofbolh birds and their nests, Issuance 
ofMunicipa! 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 ofa Qualified Environmental Professional (QEP) be secured 
to perfonn a survey and ensure that development activities are in compliance with all relevant legislation. 

Signed Dale 
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City of 
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. Riclunond Official Conununity Plan Bylaw 9000 (Schedule I) 2041 Land Use Map is 
amended to redesignate 5580 and 5600 Park wood Way from "Mixed Employment" to 
"Commercial", specifically; 

P.l.D.016-510-1 35 
Lot 25 Section 5 Block 4 North Range 5 West New Westminster District Plan 86865 

P.l.D. 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 COIlUTIon Property In Proportion To The Unit 
Entitlement OrThe Strata Lot As Shown On Form 1 

P.l.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 Lot As Shown On Fonn 1 

P.l.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 In The Common Property In Proportion To The Unit Entitlement 
Onne Strata Lot As Shown On Form 1 

2. 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 

Page 2 

CORPORATE OFFICER 

CITY OF 
RICHMOND 

APPROV 0 
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City of 
Richmond 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: 

1. Richmond Official Community Plan Bylaw 7100 (Schedule 2. I IB) East Cambie 
Neighbourhood Plan Land Use Map is amended to redesignate 5580 and 5600 Parkwood 
Way from "Industrial" to " Commercial", specifically; 

P.I.D.016-5 10-135 
Lot 25 Section 5 Block 4 North Range 5 West New Westminster District Plan 86865 

P.I.D. 016-649-427 
Strata Lot I 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 Fonn 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 Lot As Shown On Fonn 1 

P.I.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 In The Common Property In Proportion To The Unit Entitlement 
Of The Strata Lot As Shown On Fonn 1 

2. This Bylaw may be cited as "Richmond Official Community Plan Bylaw 7100, 
Amendment Bylaw 9053". 
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Bylaw 9053 

FIRST READING 

PUBLIC HEARING 

SECOND READING 

THlRD READING 

OTHER CONDITIONS SATISFIED 

ADOPTED 

MAYOR 

Page 2 

CORPORATE OFFICER 
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City of 
Richmond 

Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500 
Amendment Bylaw 9054 (RZ 12-626430) 

5580 and 5600 Parkwood Way 

Bylaw 9054 

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

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

P.I.D.0\6-51O- \35 
Lot 25 Section 5 Block 4 North Range 5 West New Westminster District Plan 86865 

P.I.D.0\6-649-427 
Strata Lot I 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 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 Lot As Shown On Fonn 1 

P.I.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 In The Common Property In Proportion To The Unit Entitlement 
Of The Strata Lot As Shown On Fonn 1 

2. This Bylaw may be cited as "Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500, Amendment Bylaw 9054". 
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Bylaw 9054 

FIRST READING 

A PUBLIC HEARING WAS HELD ON 

SECOND READING 

THIRD READING 

MINISTRY OF TRANSPORT A nON AND 
INFRASTRUCTURE APPROVAL 

OTHER CONDITIONS SATISFIED 

ADOPTED 

MAYOR 

Page 2 

CORPORATE OFFICER 

C!TYOF 
RICHMOND 

APPROVED 

" 
APPROVED 
bV DIrect'" 
or Solicitor 
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City of 
Richmond 

To: Planning Committee 

From : Wayne Craig 
Director of Development 

Report to Committee 
Planning and Development Department 

Date: September 24, 2013 

File: HA 13-636133 

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 
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. 

:1 
wa::;t9a(g 
Direct (of D eiopment 

BK:kt 

Attach: 

ROUTED To: 

Arts, Culture & Heritage 
Customer Service 

3890929 

REPORT CONCURRENCE 

CONCURRENCE CONCU7C~;; MANAGER 
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Staff Report 

Origin 

The City of Richmond has applied for pennission to install two (2) facia signs and onc (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-Iocation of the Japanese 
Fisherman's Benevolent Society Building to the site , and renovations I 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: 

• The Steveston Museum and Post Office - also known as the Northern Bank Building. 
• The relocated Japanese Fishennan's Benevolent Society Building (the "Japanese 

Build ing"). 

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 lnventory zoned 
"Steveston Commercial (CS2)" (the Ray's Dry Goods bui lding). 

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 Pennit (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 Pennit for signs to the Director of Development, unless the subject property is a 
protected heritage property, as follows: 
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5.1.5 issuance of a Heritage A/teration Permit in reJpeCI of an application (0 aller, remove 
or replace a sign, only if (he 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 3rd 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 Guide lines 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 R eview 
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 ComplianceNariances (staff comments in bold) 

Under the provisions of the Be Local Government ACI, 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 fac ia 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 m2 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 area 0[0.9 m2 on the south wall and 2.6 m2 on the east wall. All tiu'ee (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 fo llows: 

PART II: CANOPY SIGNS & FACIA SIGNS 

4. MAXIMUM HEIGHT: 

(a) No part ofa 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 variance to : 

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

(The proposed sigllage is a historically accurate re-creatioll of lite sign foulld 011 tlte building 
ill the past. The sign concept is consistent with the sign age guidelines for the Heritage 
Conservation Area contained ill 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 / fac ia 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 app licant 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 : 

• Reduce the minimum clearance between the unders ide of a hanging sign and the ground 
from 2.4 rn to 2. 19 m, fo r the proposed hanging sign over the front door of the 
museum/post office (Attachment 1). 

(Tlte proposed hanging sign is historically accurate/or the time period o/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 0/2.19 In (7ft 2 inches) will provide 
adequate !tead clearance/or all bllt tlte rare person over 7 feet tall. Tlte sig" concept is 
cOllsistent with the sigllage guidelilles for tlt e Heritage Conservation Area contained ill the 
Stevestoll Area Plan. Staff lrave 110 objections to the requested variance). 

Conclusion 

The proposed fac ia 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. 

StafTrecomrnend 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. 

1/ 
Bar onkin 
Program Coordinator, Development 

BK:kt 

Attachment 1: 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 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, Gabrielle 
Sharp (scribe) 

Heritage Consultant: James Burton, Birmingham & Wood 

Action Items and Resolutions Summary: 

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

• 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. 

• 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 . 

• 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 39 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 

• James understood the Committee would like to review its earlier decision on 
exterior si9nage. 

• 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 teday's meeting 

• James: chose aluminum based on the recommendation from the City Sign Shop 
for longevity and especially to be demountable for f ilming 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 
• Longevity: wood will last but perhaps not as long as aluminum 

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

• Linda polled 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 - any1hing 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 sign age 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/All 

• Michael: Have expended $359,000 on the project to date with $310.000 remaining 
for interior restoration and exhibit development. 

• 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. 

• Exhibit development is around an additional $175,000. 
• 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. 
• 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 putting 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. 

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

• In process of dOing the required analysis for such an approach. 

• 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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RICHMOND HERITAGE COMMISSION 
Wednesday, September 18, 2013 

Attachment 3 

2. UPDATES 

Newsletter 

Mr. Konkin has circulated notice of the upcoming deadline fo r the newsletter and 
discussion ensued on potentia l themes for artic les 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 renovati on of the net loft to see if that is being reported on. Commission 
members were encouraged to send any suggest ions for articles to Ms. Beaumont or Mr. 
Evans. 

3. BUSINESS ARISING 

3990209 

a. Kiosk Project 

Committee members prov ided an update on their experience touring Steveston and 
creating a focussed inventory of uti lity kiosks with in the core of the Steveston 
Village. It was noted that 9 kiosks were identified and a detai led and comprehensive 
report has been created and distributed to Comm ission members electronical ly. 
Currently, the report has been sent to Public Art staff and is awaiting feedback from 
both staff and the Public Art Advisory Committee. Councillor Dang recommended 
enl isting Tourism Richmond fo r invo lvement in this project as well as any othe r 
interested Steveston Heritage groups. Commission members noted thei r hope that 
Public Art Funds can be utilized for this potential pi lot 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 w ith respect to signage 
height variance were noted. 

It was moved and seconded 
That the Richmond Heritage Commission support the third Post Office sign f or 
the Steveston Museum, as pre.'rellted 0 11 September 18, 2013. 

CARRIED 

2. 
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City of 
Richmond 

Heritage Alteration Permit 
Development Applicat ions Division 

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

File No.: HA13-636133 

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 

(s.972, Local Government Act) 

1. (Reason for Permit) Ii<] Designated Heritage Propeny (s.967) 
o Property Subject to Temporary Protection (s.965) 
D Property Subject to Heritage Revitalization Agreement (s.972) 
0" Property in Heritage Conservation Area (s.971) 
D Property Subject to 5.219 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 a Canopy Sign or a Facia Sign shall be higher than the top of 
the wall to which it is affixed. 

5. lfthe 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 DA Y 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 150,000 IN THE CASE OF AN 
INDIVIDUAL AND 11,000,000 IN THE CASE OF A CORPORATION, FOR THE HOLDER OF THIS PERMIT TO FAIL TO COMPLY WITH 
THE REQUIREMENTS AND CONDITIONS OF THE PERMIT. 
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City of 
Richmond 

To: Planning Committee 

From: Wayne Craig 
Director of Development 

Report to Committee 
Planning and Development Department 

Date: October 15, 2013 

File: RZ 11-593406 

Re: Application by Interface Architecture Inc. for Rezoning at 4991 No.5 Road from 
School & Institutional Use (81) 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 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 "SchooVPark Institutional" to "Residential" in Schedule 2.11 B of Official Community 
Plan Bylaw 7100 (East Cambie Area Plan Land Use Map), be introduced and given flrst 
reading. 

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

• The City's Financial Plan and Capital Program; and 
• 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. 
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5. That Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500, Amendment Bylaw 8986, for the rezoning of 
4991 No. 5 Road ITom "School & Institutional Use (SI)" to "Medium Density Townhouses 
(RTM2)", be introduced and given first reading. 

~~i 
Di;Zt~r 0 

SB :bl 
At!. 

ROUTED To : 

Real Estate Services 
Affordable Housing 
Recreation Services 
Policy Planning 
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October l5, 2013 - 3 - RZ ll-593406 

Staff Report 

Origin 

Interface Architecture Inc. has applied to the City of Richmond for pemlission to rezone 
4991 No.5 Road (Attachment A) "School and Institutional Use (SI)" to "Medium Density 
Townhouses (RTM2)" in order to pennit the development of a l OS-unit townhouse complex. 
The original proposal was to rezone the subject site from "School and Institutional Use (SI)" to 
"Low Density Townhouses (RTL4)" fo r 1 02 townhouse units. A staff report was reviewed by 
Planning Committee 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 (SI),' 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, 201 3 Planning Committee meeting: 
"That the application by Intelface Architecture Inc. for rezoning at 4991 NO.5 Road 
ji-om School & Institutional Use (Sl) to Low Density Townhouses (RTL4) be referred 
back to staff to: 
(a) Consider other development options including but not limited to commerciallretail 

or mixed-use development and an increase in density to ensure the best utilization 
o/the site; 

(b) Research the history o/the subject site as it relates to the existing recreational uses 
on the site; and 

(c) Examine the potential implications that {he loss a/the existing on-site private 
recreation/acility space would have on the City 's recreation/acility inventory and 
its various user groups. " 

This supplemental report is being brought forward to provide a response to the referral, to 
provide a summary ofrevisions 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 (Attachment 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 Conunittee 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 limited to comrnerciaVretail 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 conunents 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 nwnber 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 analysis of the revised 
proposal is provided later in this report. 

The applicant considered several development options for the site; including commercial, 
mixed-use and higher density residential uses. Tn reviewing the commercial redevelopment 
potential of the site, the applicant took into consideration the site location, 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 bui ldings, 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 economicaiJy 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 1971 for the construction of a privately-owned tennis 
facility. Subdivision and consolidation affecting several privately-owned residential properties 
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 westenunost five (5) outdoor tennis courts. 
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In 2000, the property was sold to Sportstown Be 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 200 1, 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 lsland. 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, Plruming 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 is 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 (81)" 
to "Medium Density Townhouses (RTM2)" for a lOS-unit townhouse development with a 
density 0[0.65 FAR. The original proposal was to rezone the subject site from "School and 
Institutional Use (Sl)" to "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 units: 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) bui ldings 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: 

• 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 is making a cash contribution of$2.00 per buildable 
square foot as per the Strategy (e.g. $279,101). Although the contribution rate remains the 
same as the previous proposal, this contribution has increased from $258,050 as a resuJ t of 
the increase in proposed density. 

• Public Art - Staff continue to work 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 Progranl; with installation of Public Art as a part of the development 
in the amount 0[$0.75 per buildable square foot of residential space (e.g. $104,663), or City 
acceptance ofa cash contribution in the same amount 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. 

• Leisure Facil ities - 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 andlor cultural amenities. 

All other rezoning considerations as presented in the January 2012 staff report are still included 
in the proposal. The revised list ofrezoning 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 minimum rear yard (west) from 3 m to 2.2 m for the setback of the south-west 
corner of the last bui lding (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 or townhouse units to accommodate 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 to 2.3 m also for the setback of the 
south-west corner of the last 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 Committee comments. Mitigation for the setback reduction 
is described above. 

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

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

This 'in-stream ' appli cation was submitted to the City in 20 11 , before the 2012 amendments to 
the Richmond Zoning Bylaw to limit 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 nwnber of townhouse 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 statfhave reviewed the variance requested related 
to parking arrangement for this 'in-stream' application and have no concerns. A restrictive 
covenant to prohibit the conversion of the tandem garage area into habitable space is a 
requirement of rezoning. 

All of the variances mentioned above wi ll be reviewed in the context of lhe overall detai led 
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: 

- 8 - RZ 11-593406 

• The applicant has considered land use and development options for the site and is proposing 
a revised density 0[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 oflosing the 
existing on-site private recreation facility space. Staff advises that there is capacity in other 
facilities to serve the recreational needs aftennis 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 Riclunond Gymnastics Association about options for future locations. 

The proposed I 08-unit townhouse development is 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 Pennit 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. 

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

SB:blg 

Attachments: 
Attachment A: Location Map & Aerial Photo 
Attachment B: Report to Committee dated January 16, 20 12 
Attachment C: Revised Conceptual Development Plans 
Attachment D: Updated Development Application Data Sheet 
Attachment E: Memo from Vern Jacques, Senior Manager, Recreation and Sport Services 

(dated August 23, 2013) 
Attachment F: Revised Rezoning Considerations Concurrence 
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Attachment B 

City of 
Richmond 

Report to Committee 
Pla nn ing a nd Development De pa rtment 

To: Planning Committee Date: January 16, 2012 

From: Wayne Craig File: RZ 11·593406 
Director of Development 

Re: Application by Interrace Architecture Inc. for Rezoning at 4991 No. 5 Road from 
School & Institutional Use (51) to Low Density Townhouses (RTL4) 

Staff Recommendation 

1. That Officia l Community Plan Amendment Bylaw 8947: 
• To redesignate 4991 No.5 Road from "Commercial" to "Neighbourhood Residential" in 

Attachment I to Schedule I 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 2.1 1 B 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: 
• The City' s Financial Plan and Capital Program 
• 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 I>olicy 5043, are hereby deemed not to require further consultation. 
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4. That Zoning Amendment Bylaw 8986: 
• To rezone 4991 No.5 Road from "School & Institutional Use (SI)" to "Low Density 

Townhouses (RTIA)" 
be ~troduced and given first reading. 

opment 

we: 
Att. 

REPORT CONCURRENCE . 
, 

ROUTED To: C ONCURRENCE C ONCURRENCE OF G ENERAL MANAG ER 

Real Estate Services ~, 

L/-0aLA1 Affordable Housing ~ Recreation Services 
Policy Planning [i3/ 

I / 
/ 
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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 I) from School and Institutional Use (SI) to Low Density 
Townhouses (RTL4) in order to pennil 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 into a Servicing Agreement as a requirement of rezoning for 
the des ign 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 (RS lIE) 

To the East: Existing single-family dwellings fronting onto No.5 Road on lots zoned Single 
Detached (RSI/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 I to Schedule 1 and also the East Cambie Area Plan Schedule 2.11 B. The City 
of Richmond 2041 OCP Land Use Map is proposed to be amended by changing the designation 
of the subject sile from "Commercial" to "Neighbourhood Residential". The East Cambie Area 
Plan Land Use Map is proposed to be amended by changing the designation of the subject site 
from "SchoollPark In stitutional" 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 
concerns about the continued economic viability of the business at this location. The addition of 
townhouses will help to address Richmond's growing population with a variety of housing to 
complement the adjacent single family neighbourhood. 

OCP Aircraft Noise Sensitive Development CANSD) Policy 

The site is located within Area 2 (High Aircraft Noise Area) 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 
awarcness. Registration of an aircraft noise sensitive use restrictive covenant is a requirement of 
rezoning. 

This lcgal agrcement is intended to identify that the proposed development must be designed and 
constructed in a manner that mitigates potential aircraft noise within the proposed dwell ing 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 Unit s Noise Level ldecibelsl 

Bedrooms 3S decibels 

Living, dining, recreation rooms 40 decibels 

Kitchen, beathrooms, hallways, and utility rooms 4S 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 is required to submit a report and 
recommendations prepared by an appropriate registered profess ional, which demonstrates the 
interior noise levels and thermal conditions comply with the policy and the required covenant. 
These arc also required to be incorporated into 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 of2.9 rn GSC for habitable space, or no 
lower than 0.3 m above the highest crown of road. 

The proposal complies, with a ground floor level of approximately 3.0 m, which is OJ m above 
the highest crown of No. 5 Road in front of the subject site. In the portions of the site where 
neighbouring properties 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 requires 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 loolcing at contribution rates for all forms of development, and the provision 
of Affordable 1·lousing units in larger scale townhouse developments. 

Public Art Policy 

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 ofa cash contribution in the same amount to 
the City' s Public Art 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 community sport programming, 
as well as retail and restaurant spaces. The City has an existing lease for indoor faci li ties on the 
site for the operation of gymnastics, air pistol 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 until 2016. 
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The property owner has advised City staff that they would be willing to allow the City to 
tenninate the lease should the City so desire. 

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

• How gymnastics programming may be accommodated as part of the City's Capital plan. 

• Business tenus 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. 

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 amenity 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 (MOTl) 

Approval from the BC Ministry of Transportation & Infrastructure (MOTI) 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 concern. MOTI 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 pennit 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 infonnation regarding the 
rezoning application to YVR staff. 

School District No. 38 CRiclunond) 

This app lication 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 deve lopments which generate less than 50 school aged children do not need to be 
referred to the School District (e.g. , typically around 295 multiple-famjly 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 infonnational 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 5pm to 8 
pm on June 20, 2011 at the East Richmond Conununity 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 elevations). The following concerns about the development proposal were 
expressed at the meeting (with response included in 'bold italics'): 

• Three-storey building height - In respouse to tile concern, building IIeight was stepped 
down to provide two-storey tmits for tile majority o/tlle 1I0rtll edge of tile site, wllich is the 
illter/ace to sillgle-Jamily properties fronting onto Dewsbury Drive. Overall, the 
development is predominantly Three-storey ill height, which is typical/or townhouse 
developmellttltroughollt tlte City alld allows/or more consolidated building/ootprints alUl 
increased opell space. 

• Excessive vehicle speed of No. 5 Road traffic - Speeding has beell an issue/or IlOrtltboll1ul 
vehicles. A speed study conducted ill July 2011 indicated all average speed 011 No.5 Road 
ill 'he Ilorthbolllul directioll 0/70 kph over a olle-week period, which ij' significantly 
IIigller than tlte 50 kplt speed limit. As a result, staff have notified RCMP to target 
enforcement along the No.5 Road corridor, between Cambie Road and the Highway 91 
overpass. 

To help reduce vehicle speeding, installatioll 0/ a digital speed board is a requirement 0/ 
rezoning. 

• Safety crossing No.5 Road - There is a special crosswalk 011 No.5 Road at McNeely Drive, 
adjacent to the bus stops and approximately 250 m north 0/ the subject site. Staff will 
cOlltilllle to mOllitor pedestrian activity in the area. 

• Lack of a sidewalk south of the site to the Nature Park -Sta/f have/orwarded the request to 
MOTI as the highway right-oJ-way south o/tlle subject site is under their jurisdiction. The 
frontage o/the subject site will be upgraded as a requirement o/the rezoning. A new 
sidewalk will be pulled away /romthe street edge be/tind a landscaped boulevard to 
improve tile pedestriall environment ill /rollt o/tllis site. Concrete sidewalk exists along 
the west side o/No. 5 Roadfrom Cambie Road south to the abutment o/tlle Highway 91 
overpass, lillking the residelllial areas to the Cambie shopping centre. 

• Difficulty for the neighbourhood (Dewsbury, Deerfied and Dumont) to gain access to/from 
No.5 Road - Th e existing recreation facility generates traffic that is higher th{1Il the 
estimated traffic that will be generated by the proposed townhouse development according 
to the Tra/fic Study submitted to the City. With the proposed change to a townhouse 
development, it is estimated that there will be a sUg'" increase ill traffic generated ill the 
mornillg peak hOllr of about 15 vehicles alld a reduction in the afternooll peak hOllr 0/ 
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approximately 35 vehicles. The 15 at/dilional vehicles in fhe lIloming is anticipated to 
have minimal impact to lite surrounding road system as it translales to just olle additional 
car every jOllr mill utes and can he accommodated by fhe adjacent road network capacity 
anti geometry with 110 significant impact to Ira/jic 011 'he nearby streets. 1" the evening, 
traffic to ondfrom tltis site will reduce. 

• Neighbours are finding too many cars being parked in front of their homes - rhe existing 
recreatioll facility can have surges in parking demand, due to special events. The proposed 
townhouse lise will generate a more regular ami consistent traffic and parking pattern as 
compared to the existing recreatioll facility, with less likelihood/or parking to spillover to 
the residential neighbourhood. 

The proposed development meets the off-street parking requirement in the Zonillg bylaw 
with two parking spaces for each IIl1it and 21 visitor parking spaces. Through the 
Development Permit review, the applicant and staff will explore opportunities to provide 
additiollal visitor parking oil-site. 

Restrictetl parking is gellerally permittetl along No.5 Road, although it is not permilled ill 
the MOTI highway ROW to the sOllth. On the west and east sides of No.5 Road ill front of 
the site amI northward to Cambie Road, parking is permilledfrom 6pm to 7am. On the 
east side, it is also permitted from 9 am to 4 pm. 

Th e City's Traffic COlltrol ami Regulation Bylaw restricts parking ill front of a residential 
house over three hOllrs. Residents experiencing parkillg issues are encouraged to cOlltact 
the RCMP nOll-emergency line. 

• Proposed density was too high; it would generate too much noise and potential unwanted 
activity - Low density townhouse zoning (RTL4) is proposed, wilh a maximwnj100r area 
ratio of 0.6 and maximum buildillg height of three-storeys. 

• Shadowing of the backyards of the adjacent neighbours to the north - The design minimizes 
the shadow impaci al the norlh edge of Ihe sile by minimizing Ihe building massing alollg 
the shared norllt property line through luming the buildillgs, stepping down Ihe building 
height from three-storey to two-storey for emlunits, increasing the side yard setbackfor 
two-storey llllits, (Illd providing a larger selbackfor three-storey IInils. 

• Lack of a grocery store in the neighbourhood - Retail grocery store developmenl is 1101 
proposed, 

• City owned park use preferred - Community S ervices staff Itave reviewed tlte proposal and 
are Iwt opposed to the rezoning. The City has no plalls to acquire the site for park lise. 
The neighbourhood is served by the Nalure Park allli Killg George Park. 

• Single-family use preferred - Because the site is located within a fIigh Aircraft Noise Area, 
lIew single-family land lise (It this location would 1101 comply with tlte OCP (see Aircraft 
Noij'e Sensitive Developmenl section above). Mlliti-family development with acoustic and 
thermal measures to ens lire residenl comforl is recommended. 

• Construction process site vibration and noise - The developer has been provided with a copy 
of the City's good neighbour brochllre, which provides illformationlo developers 
regarding cOllslrllclioll disturbance in single-family neighbourhoods. The developer is 
required 10 comply with the City's 1I0ise bylaw which dddresses Ihe permitted level of IIoise, 
and hOllrs of cOlIstmctioll. 
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• Impacts of the development on property taxes for neighbours - Staff {fre "0/ aware that the 
development proposal will significantly impact the property luxes/or the neighbours. 

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

• Excessive vehicle speed of No. 5 Road traffic - This cOllcern was also raised at the public 
in/ormatioll 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 at the public illformatioll meeting. See 
comments above. 

• Overflow street parking as a result of garages being used for storage instead of parking. 
During Sportstown special events (ie. tennis tournament), our streets are littered with the cars 
of the patrons, as no parking is permitted on No.5 Road - This cOllcern was also raised at 
the public illformatioll meeting. See comments above. 

• Loss of amenities: restaurant, gymnastics, tennis and outdoor swimming pool- The subject 
site is a privately oWlled commercial site alld the property owner has expressed concerns 
about the ecollomic viability of the commercialfacility. The proposal does result in the 
loss of amenities on this privately oWllel1 site, however, amenities are available elsewhere 
ill the City. There are nearby restaurants at the Cambie Neighbourhood Service Centre at 
No.5 Road and Cambie Road and additional commercial amellities may be considered 
through the /lItlire planning of the Neighbourhood Service Centre. As noted above, the 
City has secured space Oil the subject site for gymnastics programming ulltil the lease 
expires in February 2016. Prior to final adoption of the rezoning, Comnltmity Services 
staff will provide in/ormation/or Council consideration regarding gynmastics 
programming. 1ndoor tellnis is available to the public ill Minoru Park alld Stevestoll Park. 
The small olltdoor 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 IInder 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 MOTl, 
the develope,. has agreed to COllstruCt soulld barrier fencing along the highway illtet/ace as 
a requirement of rezoning. 

• Single-family use preferred - This concern was also raised at the public in/ormation 
meeting. See comments above. 

• Location may result in the units being purchased as investments, rented out, and used as 
grow ops and drug labs - The townhouse proposal will complement the single-Jamily 
neighbourhood with housillg choice. 

• Impact of secondary access on Dewsbury Road - A single driveway to No.5 Road is 
proposed/or tire development. There is 110 access to DeJVsbury Road. A secondary 
emergency access is flot required/or this developmellt; fire suppression sprinkler systems 
(lre requiredfor the rear portioll o/the towII/lOuse development. 
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Staff Comments 

Staff Technical Review comments are included. No significant concerns have been identified 
through the technical review. 

Tree Retention and Reglacement 

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 5 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 pennitted 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.5 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 MOn highway ROW to the south. 

• The City's Tree Preservation Coordinator reviewed the Arborist's Report and concurs with 
the removal of II 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 (I) Willow Oak (Tag# 522) in the No.5 Road streetscape. 
o One (I) 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. 

3646%6 

Note: four (4) trees in this grouping are on the development site and two (2) are on the 
Highway Right-of Way (ROW). 

PLN - 135



January 16,2012 - 11 - RZ 11-593406 

• 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 owner's 
consideration. A tree 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 writtcn pennission from the MOTI prior to removal of any of these 
trees. 

• 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 II 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 (\ 0) retention trees and three 
(3) relocated trees. The landscape plan wi ll be further refined through the required 
Development Permit application. 

• The Certified Arbonst will need to work with the Architect, Landscape Architect and Civil 
Engineer to ensure the des ign 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 installed to City standards prior to any construction 
activities occurring on site. In addition, a contract with a Cel1ified 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 stann sewer along No.5 Road is required. Approximately 85 m of 
the existing storm sewer pipe is requi red to be upgraded from 450 mm diameter pipe to the larger 
of 900 mrn or OCP size. The works extend beyond the site frontage to tie into the two (2) 
existing stonn 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 cOIUlection. Approximately 150 m of new 200 mm diameter sanitary sewer 
is required to be constructed along No.5 Road and Dewsbury Drive to COIUlect the southeast 
comer of the subject site with the closest sanitary manhole on Dewsbury Drive (sanitary manhole 
SMH5377). 
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At future Building Pennit 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 avai lable 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 
arc not limited to: new 1.5 III 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 (l) 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 the 
northbound direction tend to gain speed due to the downward grade from the Highway 99 
overpass. 

Staff do not intend use similar speed-read~r 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 Conununity Plan (OCP) guidelines. The 
detail ed design will be refined as part of the Development Permjt application. 

Outdoor Amenity Space 

The proposed outdoor amenity space size meets 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 II units immediately 
adjacent to neighbouring single-family dwellings have been reduced in height to two-storeys and 
have a setback of 4 rn. Only 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 
Pennit process. 

Requested Variances 

The proposed development is generally in 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 comer of the last 
building (Bui lding 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 fornI, site design and landscaping at the 
Development Pennit stage. 

Transportation staff have reviewed the variance requested related to parking arrangement and 
have no concerns. 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 Pennit process to 
investigate opportunities to reduce the percentage of units with tandem 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 Pennit Considerations 

A Development Pemlit will be required to ensure that the development is sensitively integrated 
into the neighbourhood. Through the Development Permit application review process, the 
following issues will to be further examined and additional issues may be identified: 

Review of detailed building fonn and architectural character. 

• Review of detai.led landscaping design. 
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Review aftire 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 
onsite. Richmond Fire Rescue bas 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 arc 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 Economic Impact 

None. 

Conclus ion 

The proposed l02~unit townhouse development is 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 Low Density Townhouses 
(RTL4) zone. Overall, the proposed land use, site 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 Attachl~ent 8, which has been agreed to by the 
applicants (signed concurrence on file). 

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

Sara Badyal, M . Arch, MCIP, RPP 
Planoer 2 

SB:kt 

Attachment 1: Location Map & Aerial Photo 
Attachment 2: Conceptual Development Plans 
Attachment 3: Development Application Data Sbeet 
Attachment 4: . East Cambie Planoing Area Site Context Map 
Attachment 5: OCP Aircraft Noise Sensitive Development Policy Context Map 
Attachment 6: Open House Notification Area Map 
Attaclunent 7: Public Correspondence 
Attachment 8: Rezoning Considerations Concurrence 
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City of 
Richmond 

Development Application Data Sheet 
Development Applications Division 

RZ 11·593406 Attachment 3 

Address: 4991 NO. 5 Road 

Applicant: Interface Architecture Inc. 

Owner: 

Site Size (m2
) : 

land Uses : 

OCP Designation: 

Area Plan Designation: 

Zoning: 

Number of Units: 

Aircraft Noise Sensitive 
Development Policy: 

Floor Area Ratio 

Lot Coverage - Building 

Lot Size 

Setback: 
Front Yard (No. 5 Road) 
Interior Side Yard (North) 
Exterior Side Yard (South) 
Rear Ya rd 

Building Height 

Off-street Parking Spaces: 
Resident 
Visitor 
(Accessible) 
Total 

Tandem Parking Spaces 

Small Car Parking Spaces 

Amenity Space -Indoor: 

Amenity Space - Outdoor: 

3646966 

I 

Sportstown Be Operations Ltd . Unknown 

Approximately 19,945 m2. No change 

Commercial Sports Facility Multi-Family Residential 

Commercial Neighbourhood Residential 

School/Park Institutional Residential 

School & Institutional Use (SI) Low Density Townhouses (RTL4) 

Commercial Sports Facility Complex 102 townhouses 

iii 
Aircraft Sensitive Land Uses 
(except new single fam ily) may be 
considered 

Complies 

Bylaw Requirement I Proposed 

Max. 0.6 0.6 

Max. 40% 32% 

Min. 50 m lot width 64 m width ,(~:erage~t 
Min. 35 m lot deoth 306 m deoth averaae 

Min. 6m 6 m ta 42.4 m 
Min. 3m 3.5 m to 7.2 m 
Min.6m 7.6 m to 10.9 m 
Min. 6m 3.9 m to 30.8 m 

Max. 12 m (3-storeys) Max. 12 m (Max 3-storeys) 

204 204 
21 21 
(5) (5) 
225 225 

Not permitted 
81.4% of units 

1166 spaces in 83 units) 

Max. 50% 8.4% (19 spaces in 19 units) 

Min. 100 m2 109 m2 

Min.612m2 614 m2 

I Variance 

None permitted 

None 

None 

None 
None 
None 

2.1 m reduction 

None 

None 

83 units 

None 

None 

None 
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Land Use Map 
East Cambie Planning Area 
Site Context Map 

~ Res!dential 

~ Residential . , 
~ (Single-Family Only) 

... Commercial 

1 I' 

~ Industrial 

~ School/Park Institutional 

ATTACHMENT 4 

Agricultural 'land 
•••••••• Reserve Boundary 

--- Area Boundary 

PLN - 159



: IDGHWAY91 

AREA 3 

LEGEND 

I I I I 

AREA 1A :- ---
~~ .. "" -­, , 

" 

, , , 

, , , , 

ATTACHMENT 5 

, , , 

, , 

m~1 1 111111 
AREA3 

I II 
I I I I 

Aircraft Noise Sensitive DeVelopment Policy (ANSD) Areas 
(see Aircraft Noise Sensitive Development Policy. Table) 

No New Aircraft Noise 
Sensitive Land Uses: 

AREA 1 A ~ New Aircraft Noise 
Sensitive Land Use Prohibited. 

AREA 1 B ~ New Residential 
Land Uses Prohibited. 

Areas Where Aircraft Noise 
Sensitive Land Uses 
May be Considered: 
Subject to Aircraft Noise 
Mitigation Requirements: 

AREA 2 - All Aircraft Noise Sensitive 
Land Uses (Except New Single Family) 
May be Considered (see Table for 
exceptions). 

AREA 3 - All Aircraft Noise Sensitive 
Land Use Types May Be Considered. 

AREA 4 - All Aircraft Noise Sensitive 
land US7 Types May Be Considered. 

No Aircraft Noise 
Mitigation Req,uirements: 

AREA 5 -AU Aircraft Noise Sensitive 
Land Use Types May Be Considered. 

•• " " • " •• Objective: To support 
the 2010 Olympic Speed Skating 
Oval 

- Residential use: Up to 213 of 
the buildable square feet (BSF); 

- Non-residential use: The 
remaining BSF (e.g., 1/3) 

Aircraft Noise Sensitive 
Development Location Map 

Amended Date: 12/19112 

Note: Dimensions IITC in METRES 
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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 

""'" 

Attachment 7 

Received 

June 27, 2011 

June 27, 2011 

February 25, 2012 

May 31, 2012 

June 4, 2012 

June 7, 2012 

June 15,2012 
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From: Marie Murtagh [mailto:i!!awarra@shaw.cal 
Se nt: Monday, June 27, 2011 8:34 AM 
To: info@jnterfacearchitecture.com 
Subject: Sportstown Feedback 
Importance: High 

Goodmorning 

My name is Marie Murtagh and! live on Dumont Street in Richmond. ! recently attended your 
information meeting, regarding the proposed redevelopment of the Sportstown Complex. I am 
strongly opposed to this proposed redevelopment for a variety of reasons: 

-Traffic. It has become increasingly difficult 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 neighbowhood. 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 tliat they will be 
parking on the street as the space provided for vehicles in a complex is typicaUy narrow. I 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 etc.) 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. I 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 pub without having to drink/drive. We need more services, not more 
people. 

I did attend your initial meeting, and I think it was quite 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, I 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 [mailto; j([awarra@shaw.cal 
Sent: Monday, June 27, 201112:18 PM 
To: info@jnterfacearchitecture.com 
Subject: No to rezoning of 4991 No.5 Rd. 
Importance: High 

Re: proposed rezoning and redevelopment of property at 4991 No.5 Road Richmond. 

I am emphatically opposed to the proposed redevelopment at the site at 4991 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 I have lived on Dumont Street since September 1994. 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 . 

I 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 like 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 I chatted with a few neighbours about the proposed development 
and I failed to find one who was in favour of it. 

I look forward to your response. 

Ben Gnyp 
4771 Dumont Street 
Richmond, BC 
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Badya/, Sara 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

February 18, 2012 

Dear Sara, 

Marie Murtagh [illawarra@shaw.ca] 
Saturday, 25 February 2012 01:18 PM 
8adyal, Sara; 8adyal, Sara 
Redevelopment proposal at 4991 No.5 Rd. 

First of all , let me explain that Bill Dhal iwal from the City's Transportation Planning 
Department, passed on your contact information to me. 

My name is Marie Murtagh, and my husband and I 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 awkward ly positioned piece of land. I 
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 th is 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, I was told by someone representing the developer (Interface 
Architecture Inc.) that I had "to face facts; that this project was a done deal, and would 
be going ahead, whether we liked it or not". I have to admit, that such open arrogance 
for the so-called process of public consultation infuriated me. Perhaps I am naIve, but I 
still believe that the public voice is an important component of a redevelopment 
process. I am confident that the City will take into consideration what residents think; 
what residents know; and what concerns residents share. I 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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I am writing to you today, to 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, I 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. I 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. I 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. 

• According to the most recent sign on the Sportstown Property, the proposed 
townhouse complex will have over 100 units. Th is means that on average, there 
could be somewhere between 150-200 extra vehicles entering/exiting at 4991 
No.' 5 Rd on a daily basis. There is no doubt that th is extra activity will have a 
significant impact the ability of the residents who live in the '3D' area (Dewsbury, 
Deerfied and Dumont) to exit or enter their neighbourhood from NO.5 Rd. 

• Our 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. 

• In 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 
already congested streets. Experience has taught us, that when Sportstown 
hosts a special event (ie. tennis tournament) our streets are littered with the cars 
of the patrons, as no parking is permitted on NO.5 Rd. 

• 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. 
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I am wondering if the City is aware of the traffic issues that I have outlined, as it 
pertains directly to this rezoning proposal. 

The 3D residents (Dewsbury, Dumont and Deerfield) are equally concerned about: 
• the safety 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 to, 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, I inquired why single family homes were not 
being considered for this property, and I was told that no one would buy a house that is 
so close to the highways. I found this response rather comical given the present real 
estate situation. Currently we have properties allover 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 too 
busy minding their 'grow ops' and 'drug labs' to care. 

Thank you for taking the time to read my letter. I am hopeful that very soon, there wil l 
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 
V6X 2Z4 
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Ms Sara Badya! 
City Hall 
6911 No.3 Rd. 
Richmond, BC V6Y 2CI 

RE: Rezoning Application #RZ1l-593406 (4991 No.5 Rd.) 

We the undersigned are very much against the rezoning application for the Sportstown 
Complex. Developers are wanting 10 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 usc 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 Cal' be 
parked? Where else 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 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 onNo. 5 Road suddenJy turns the comer onto Dewsbul'Y. 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 ex:tra cars from each of the 
townhouses onto our streets every day and we have a real problem, 

Dallyn Road bad 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 bow 
many cars will be added to the Dallyn and Dewsbury. We were also told there would be 
one exit in and out oIthis development and that would be on No.5 Road. Is 1here 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 walkway for people parking their cars on Dewsbury and the adjacent 
roads of our subdivision, 

Sincerely, 
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May 15,2012 

Ms Sara Badyal 
City Hall 
6911 No.3 Rd. 
Richmond, BC V6Y 2Cl 

[(w,.t vul J lAM e. 4-, 2-0 ('2-

RE: Rezoning Applicntion #RZll-593406 (4991 No.5 Rd.) 

We the undersigned are veJ:y much against the above rezoning application for the Sportstown 
Complex. Developers are wanting to rezone this propelty 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). Th~e 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 pacldng spot would pe available for a 
one bedroom townhouse. With 2 people in a townhouse, there will be inevitably 2 cars. The 
developers believ.ed 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 else 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 there is a big event being helil 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 ofNo. 
5 Road. MThen you try to exit our subdivision onto the main road, you are blinded by the parked 
cars and have to be rcady to slam on your brakes if a car travelling on No.5 Road suddenly turns 
the comer 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 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' wehftve areal problem. 

DaUyn Road had speed bumps installed to slow down. traffic and keep drivers from short~cutting 
through OUI ~a. Add 100 townhouses to this area and you can imagine how many cars will be 
added to Dallyn and DewsblrrY. 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 
emcrgency such as a fixe? Jfthis 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 theiJ: cars 
on Dewsbury and the adjacent roads of our subdivision. 

Sincfely, , £/ !l (] ~ 
~#,,/ I{~.c.c~ 
Samuel and Noreen Roud 
4631 Deerfield Crescent 
Richmond, BC V6X 2Y4 

Note: We would like to be infonned of any future meetings Ie this rezoning .. 
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Ms Sara Badyal 
City Hall 
6911 No.3 Rd. 
Richmond, BC V6Y 2C1 

RE: Rezoning Application#RZl1-593406 (4991 No.5 Rd.) 

We the undersigned ate very much against the rezoning applicatio.n for the Sportstov.n 
Complex . Developers are wanting to rezone this property to build over 100 townhouses. 

_We attended a public meeting in June, 20 11 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/par1cing 
problems as townhouse residents use our streets to park their additional vehicles, and 
increased noise from the highway and townhouses thems.elves. 

At the public meeting last June,we were told that a single parking spqt would be 
available for.a one bedroom townhouse. With 2 people in a townhouse, there will be 
inevitably 2 cars. The developexs 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? Where else 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 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. \Vhen 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 turns 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 a flre? 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, 
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May 15,2012 

Ms Sara Badyal 
City Hall 
6911 No.3 Rd. 
Richmond, BC V6Y 2CI 

RE: Rezoning Application #RZll-593406 (4991 No. 5 Rd.) 

JIAMt:- \ '7 1 2-0 1 z.. 

We the undersigned are very much against the above rezoning application for the Sports town 
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 theil' additional vehicles; and increased noise from the highway and 
townhouses themselves. 

At the public meeting last June, we were told that a s'ingle parking spot would be available for a 
Olle bedroom to'NTIhouse. With 2 people in a townhouse, there will be inevitably 2 cars. The 
developers believed othelwise and said people would use public transpOltation. 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 else 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 om subdivision? 

When there is a big event being held at the SP01tstown Complex, it is difficult to get in and out 
of our subdivision. Many more cal'S than usual are parked on Dewsbmy and on both sides ofNo. 
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 cornel' onto DewsbuIY because you can't see tilat car uutil it is right.in :6:ont of you. 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 evelY day and we have a real problem. 

DaUyu Road had speed bllmps 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 th'ere 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 fol' 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 walkway for people parking their cars 
on Dew~e adjacent roads of our subdivision. 

~ ""ure"" ~uYI 2-1f1(>T--' ",wi' 
/' A Co 11 })QQ,,( ~ e-Rdl C'J2.. R1-t£> \{ (£, >< C)('~ 

Note: We would like to be informed of any future meetings re this rezoning. 
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Attachment 8 City of 
Richmond Rezoning Considerations 

Development Appl ications Division 

Address: 4991 No, 5 Road File: RZ 11-593406 

Prior to final adoption of Zoning Amendment Bylaw 8986, the developer is required to complete the 
following: 

I. Final Adoption of OCP Amendment Bylaws 8947 and 8948. 

2. Provincia l Ministry of Transportation & Infrastructure Approval (MOTr). 

3. Confirmation of an agreement with MOTI to install required sound barrier fencing. 

4. Submiss ion of Community Services information for Cou ncil cons ideration regard ing: 

How gymnastics programm ing may be accommodated as part or the C ity's Capital plan. 

• Business terms associated with lease termination in the event that tile City and the property owner come to an 
agreement on terminating the lease prior to February 20 16. 

5. Rcgistration of a Oood indemni ty covcnant on title (Area A). 

6. Registration of a lega l agreement on title to ensure that landscaping planted a long thc interface to BC Highway 91 and 
BC Highway 99 is ma intained and will not be abandoned or removcd. The purpose of the landscaping is to provide 
visual screening and to mitigate noise and dust. 

7. Registrat ion of a legal agreement on title prOhibiting the conversion of the tandem parking area into habitable space. 

8. Registration of a legal agreement on title to ensure that all dwelling units beyond 110 m from No.5 Road are 
constructed with sprink lers fo r fire suppression. 

9. 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 potential aircraft noise and highway traffic noise within the proposed 
dwelling un its. Dwelling units must be designed and constructcd to achieve: 

a) CMHC 'd I' " ' I I 'd' d' I h b I ; gUi e Illes or Interior nOise eve s as III Icate mtlec art eow: 
Portions of Dwelling Units Noise Levels (dec ibels) 

Bedrooms 35 decibels 
living, dining , recreation rooms 40 decibels 
Kitchen, bathrooms, hallways, and utility rooms 45 decibels 

b) The AS HRAE 55·2004 "Thennal Environmenta l Conditions for \·Iu man Occupancy" standard for interi or liv ing 
spaccs . 

10. Participation in the C ity's Pub lic Art program with on·site insta llation, or City acceptance of the developer's offer to 
vo luntarily contri bute $0.75 per buildable square foot (e.g. $96,770) towards the Ci ty'S Public Art program. 

11. City acceptance of the developer's offer to voluntari ly contribute $2.00 per buildable square foot (e.g. $258,050) 
towards the City'S affordable housing strategy. 

12. City acceptance of the developer's offer to voluntari ly contribute $700,000.00 towards the City'S Leisure Facilities 
Reserve Fund (Account 772 1·80-000-00000-0000). 

13. City acceptance of the developer's offer to voluntari ly contribute SIO,OOO towards a speed·reader board to be located 
on No.5 Road . 

14. The submiss ion and processing of a Development Penn it· completed to a level deemed acceptable by the Director of 
Development . 

15. Enter iluo a Serv icing Agreement· for the design and construction of frontage improvements and upgrades to san itary 
and storm sewer systems. Works include, but may not be limited to: 

a) No.5 Road frontage improvements - removi ng the existing sidewa lk and pouring a new 1.5 m concrete sidewalk 
at the property line, creating a grass boulevard (1.4 m +1·) between the new sidewa lk 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. The two poles are 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 Dcwsbury Drive (approximately 150 m): from the SE comer 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 oflhe existing storm sewer from 450 mm diameter pipe to 
the larger of900 mm or ocp size (between manholes STMH6923 and STMH6922). 

Prior to a Development Permit being fonvarded to the Development Permit Panel for consideration, the 
developer is required to complete the following: 

I. Submission of a report and recommendations prepared by an appropriate registered professional, which demonstrates 
that the proposed dweUing units can achieve CM.HC interior noise level standards and the interior thermal conditions 
identified below. The standard required for interior air conditioning systems and their alternatives (e .g. ground source 
heat pumps, heat exchangers and acoustic dueling) is the ASHRAE 55-2004 "Thennal Environmental Conditions for 
Human Occupancy" standard and subsequent updates as they may occur. Maximum noise leve ls (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 

2. 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 less than four (4)), and a prov ision 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 recommended remova l of some 
trees from neighbouring residential and MOTI property due to poor condition. A tree removal pennit application may 
be submitted to the City for consideration with written authorization from the owner of the property where the tree is 
located . 

3. Submit a landscaping security Letter-of-Credit in an amount based on a sea led estimate from the project registered 
Landscape Architect (including materials, labour & 10% contingency) 

Prior to Building Permit"" Issuance, the developer must complete the followin g requirements: 

I. Incorporation of features in Building Penn it (BP) plans as detenn ined via the Rezoning and/or Development Permit 
processes regarding: tree protection, convertible units, aging in place, sustainability, fi re suppression sprinkler 
systems, private on-site hydrants, and opportunities for fire trucks to tum around onsite. 

2. Submission of reports with reconunendations prepared by an appropriate registered professional and incorporation of 
the identified acoustic and thennal measures in Building Pem1it (BP) plans. 

3. 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, appl ication fo r any lane closures, and 
proper construction traffic controls as per Traffic Control Manual for works on Roadways (by Mini stry 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. Obtain a Building Pennit (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 requi red as part of the Building Pennit. 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 
ofthe 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 Tille 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, leners 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 Agrcement(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 

3646%6 

PLN - 174



Attachment C 
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City of 
Richmond 

Development Application Data Sheet 
Development Applications Division 

RZ 11-593406 Attachment 0 

Address: 4991 NO. 5 Road 

Applicant Interface Architecture Inc. 

Owner: Sportstown Be Operations ltd. Unknown 

Site Size (m2
): Approximately 19,945 m2 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 (51) Medium Density Townhouses (RTM2) 

Number of Units: Commercial Sports Facility Complex 108 townhouses 

Aircraft Noise Sensitive 
Complies 

Max. 40% 36.5% None 

Front Yard (No. 5 Road) Min. 6m 42.5m None 
Interior Side Yard (North) Min. 3m 3.2 m None 
Exterior Side Yard (South) Min.6m 2.3 m to 10.9 m 3.7 m reduction at 

Building 22 only 
Rear Yard (West) Min.3m 2.2 m to 34.0 m 0.8 m reduction at 

Height Max. 12 m (3 storeys) 11 .65 m (3 storey) None 

Lot Size: 
Min. 30 m i 64m 

None i . 

Resident 216 216 
Visitor 22 27 None 

Tandem Parking Spaces: Max. 50% 30% increase 

Small Car Parking Spaces: Max. 50% 4.5% (11 spaces) None 

Amenity Space - Indoor: Min. 100 m2 None 

Amen ity Space - Outdoor: None 
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City of 
Richmond 

To: Planning Committee 

From: Gregg Wheeler 
Manager, Sports and Community Events 

Dave Semple 
General Manager, Community Services 

Attachment E 

Memorandum 
Community Services Department 

Recreation Services 

Date: October 15, 2013 

File: 08·4430·01/2013·VoI01 

Re: Planning Committee Referral: Impact on Closure of Sportstown Re loss of Private 
Recreational Facilities in Richmond 

Backgl'ound 
At Plarming Commiltee on January 22, 2013 an application for re-zoning of the property at 4991 
No.5 Rd. (known as Sportstown) was presented. Staff received a three-part referral. This memo 
addresses c) .. . examine the potential implications that the loss of the existing on-site private 
recl'calionjacility would have on the City 's recreation facility inven/my and its 1Iser groups. " 

Existin l! Use of the Facility 
Sportstown is a commercial recreation complex that contains a for~profit indoor soccer and 
telmis faci lity 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 fac ility, Western Indoor Tennis, opened in 1972 
and was purchased by the cun'ent owners in 2000. In 2011 the City exercised its option to extend 
the lease unti l 20 16. There is no fill1her option to renew. 

T ennis Facility 
The tennis facility at 8portstown consists of five indoor courts with approximately 100 members. 
Of these members, according to Sportstown records, approxi mately 33 are residents of 
Riclunond. The facility is open 7 days a week. 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 its members. There are four 
indoor courts as part ofthe Steve Nash Club located on 8t Edwards Drive. The Steveston 
Community Centre has three indoor courts located behind the Steveston Community Centre. 
The Richmond Tennis Club,locatcd 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 Richmond residents a total 14 indoor courts that can either be booked for one­
time bookings or as part of a yearly membersh ip package. The City ofRiclmtond's 40 outdoor 
public tennis courts are located throughout the city and provide residents with access to tennis 
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PLN - 183



October 15,2013 - 2 -

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 members can be accommodated at one of Ri chmond 's other indoor 
public tennis fac il ities. or at existing faci lities 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 Fac ilit y 
Sportstowl1 has three 9,900 square foot indoor soccer pads each with artificial turflocated 
underneath an air supported bubble along with an arena style artificial tUl'fpitch that is 
approximately 15,000 square fect in size. The four soccer pitches arc primari ly used for adult 
league play combined with TSS Soccer Academy programs. 

Riclunond Youth Soccer Association no longer rents or requires space from Sportstown for any 
of their programs. The availability of seven City of Richmond provided artificial turf fields 
allows the association to run their own development program on a year round basis. These fields 
total 500,000 sqllare feet of space and are located across the city including one in King George 
Park, within haif a kilometre ofSp0l1stown. Richmond Youth Soccer uses approximately 12 
hours a week of court time for futsal at the Richmond Olympic Oval as patt of their athlete 
development program. 

Sp0l1stown's artificial turf fields are also occasionally used on a seasonal basis 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 olltside ofRichmolld. The Richmond Olympic Oval hosts 
two adult co-ed indoor leagues thereby providing individuals with indoOl' soccer options for 
recreational play. There are other leagues and fac ilities within the lower mainland , along with 
the Oval, that have different levels of capacity to accommodate adult recreational soccer 
pal1icipants. 

Rod and Gun Club 
Sportstown currently lcases 13268 sq.ft. of space to the City 3745 sq.ft. which is a mezzanine 
area used for a shared air pistol and archery range by the Richmond Rod and Gun Club. The club 
has mostly an adult mcmbership and is aware that the lease expires in February of20 16. It has 
purchased propcrty on Mitchell Island to meet its program needs. The City re-zoned the property 
in December 2009 to permit a shooting facility. Staff are clllTently in discussions with the club 
executive about moving the project forward considering the pending lease expiration. 

Richmond Gymnasti cs Association 
The gymnastics association is in a different situation. The association serves almost a totally 
youth based membership and is the one publicly sUPpol1ed gymnastics program provided in 
Richmond. The City leased space for gymnastics in Sportstown in 200 1 to replace the RCA 
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Forum, 10 ensure the continuity of the broad based community program. The need for space 
continues. Richmond Gymnastics Association has a substantial recreational program as well as a 
successful competitive stream. The facility at Sportstown however, is outdated and not in a 
particularly 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 has been working with staff and are aware of the need to complete this work prior to 
the lease expiry in February 0[2016. 

Conclusion 
TIle closure of the facility will require Sportstown's existing tennis and adult indoor soccer 
participants to find alternatives within and outsidc of Richmond. Each of the other four public 
tennis facilities has capacity to accommodate Sportstown's existing telUlis members. 
Sp01i'stown'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 facility or 
contract TSS to provide any athlete development programming services for them. 

The end of the lease in February 2016 sets a date for which altemativc locations must be secured 
for thc Richmond Rod and Gun Club and the Richmond Gymnastics Association to continue 
their programs. 

Gregg Wheeler 
Manager, Sports and Community Events 
(604-244-1274) 

pc: SMT 
Wayne Craig, Director of Development 

Semple 
neral Manager, Community Services 

04-233-3350) 

PLN - 185



Attachment F 
City of 
Richmond 

Rezoning Considerations 
Development Applications Division 

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

Address: 499 1 No.5 Road File No.: RZ 11-593406 

Prior to fi nal a doption of Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500, Amendment Bylaw 8986, the developer is 
required to complete the following: 

I. Final Adoption ofDep Amendment Bylaws 8947 and 8948. 

2. Provincial Ministry of Transportation & Infrastructure Approval (MOTI). 

3. Confinnatioll of an agreement with MOTI to install required sound barrier fencing. 

4. 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 
agrcement on terminating the lease prior to February, 2016. 

5. Registration of a flood indemnity covenant on title (Area A). 

6. 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 w ill not be abandoned or removed . The purpose of the landscaping is to 
provide visual screening and to mit igate noise and dust. 

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

8. Registration of a legal agreement on Title to ensure that all dwelling units beyond 110m from NO.5 Road are 
constructed with sprinklers for fire suppression . 

9. Registration of a legal 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 . d rD' t . I I . d' d' h h rt b I ; gUI e Illes or in cnor nOise eve s as 111 lcate 1I1teca eow: 
Portions of Dwelling Units Noise Levels (dec ibels) 

Bedrooms 35 decibels 
Living, dining, recreation rooms 40 decibels 
Kitchen, bathrooms, hallways, and utility rooms 45 decibels 

b) The AS HRAE 55-2004 "n,ermal Environmental Conditions for Human Occupancy" standard for interior living 
spaces . 

10. 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. 

II. City acceptance of the developer's offer to voluntarily contribute $2.00 per buildable square foot (e .g. $279, I 0 I) 
towards the C ity's affordable housing strategy. 

12. City acceptance of the deve loper' s offer to voluntarily contribute $1 ,000,000.00 towards the City'S Leisure Fac ilities 
Reserve Fund (Account 7721-80-000-00000-0000). 

13. City acceptance of the developer' s offer to voluntarily contribute $10,000 towards a speed-reader board to be located 
on No.5 Road. 

14. The submission and processing of a Development Pennit* completed to a level deemed acceptable by the Director o f 
Development. 

15. 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 +1-) between the new sidewalk and the existing curb & 
gutter. The new sidewalk location conflicts w ith an existing fire hydrant & two existing poles. The fire hydrant 
is to be relocated to the new grass boulevard. The two poles arc to be undergrounded. Should the utility 
companies not be able to support undergrounding of these two po les, the City will require the poles to be 
relocated into the grass boulevard, subject to receiv ing a letter from the uti lities advis ing of the reasons and 
guarantee ing the existi ng trees will not be scu lpted to accommodate the w ires. 

b) Sanitary sewer upgrade - construct new 200 mm diameter sanitary sewer to con nect to the existing sanimry 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 (man ho le SMH 5377). 

c) Storm sewer upgrade - upgrade approximately 85 m of the existing storm sewer from 450 mm diameter pipe to 
the larger of900 mm or OCP size (between manholes STMH6923 and STM1-I6922). 

Prior to a Development Permit- being forwarded to the Development Permit Panel for consideration, the 
developer is required to: 
I . 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. 
The standard required for air cond ition ing systems and the ir alternatives (e.g. ground source heat pumps, heat 
exchangers and acoustic duct ing) is the AS HRAE 55·2004 "Thermal Environmental Conditions for Human 
Occupancy" standard and subsequent updates as they may occur. Maximum interior no ise levels (decibe ls) within the 
dwelling units must achieve CMHC standards fo llows: 

Portions of Dwelling Units Noise levels (decibels) 

Bedrooms 35 decibels 

Living, dining, recreation rooms 40 decibels 

Kitchen, bathrooms, hallways, and utility rooms 45 decibels 

2. SubmiSSion of proof of a contract entered mto between the apphcant and a Certified Arbori st for supervision o f any 
o n·s ite 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 properti es to be protected. The Contract shou ld 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 assessment report to the City for review. Tree protection fenc ing is to be installed on·site prior to 
any demolition or construction activities occurring OIHite. The project Arborist has recommended removal o f some 
trees from neighbouring residential and MOTI property due to poor condition. A tree removal permit application may 
be submitted to the C ity for consideration w ith written authoriz.nion from the owner of the property where the tree is 
located. 

3. Submit a landscaping security Letter-of·Credit in an amount based on a sealed estimate from the project registered 
Landscape Architect ( incl uding material s, labour & 10% contingency). 

Prior to Building Permit Issuance, the developer must complete the following requirements: 
I. Incorporation of features in Bui lding Permit (BP) plans as determined via the Rezoning and/or Development Permit 

processes regarding: tree protection, convertible units, aging in place, sustainab ility, fire suppression sprinkler 
systems, private on·site hydrants, and opportunities for fire trucks to tum around onsite. 

2. Submission of reports with recommendations prepared by an appropriate registered professional and incorporation of 
the identified acoustic and thennal measures in Building Permit (BP) plans. 

3. Submiss ion of a Construct ion Parking and Traffic Management Plan to the Transportation Division. Management 
Plan shall include location for parki ng for services, deli veries, workers, loading, application for any lane closures, and 
proper constructi on traffic contro ls as per Traffic Control Manual for works on Roadways (by Ministry of 
Transportation) and MMCD Traffic Regulation Section 01 570. 

4. If applicable, payment of latecomer agreement charges associated with elig ible latecomer works. 
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5. Obtain a Bui lding Permit (BP) for any construction hoarding. if construction hoardi ng 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 Buil ding 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 persona! covenants 
of the property owner but also as covenants pursuant to Section 219 orthe 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 Devc!opment. 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 indenmities, warranties, equitable/rent charges, leners of 
credit and withholding pennits, 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 detennined via the subject development's Servicing Agreement(s) andlor Development Pennit(s), 
and/or Building Pcnnit(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. 

• Applicants for all City Permits are required to comply at aU 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 
ofMunicipai pennits docs not give an individual authority to contravene these legislations. The City of Richmond recommends 
that whcre 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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City of 
Richmond Bylaw 8947 

Richmond Official Community Plan Bylaw 9000 
Amendment Bylaw 8947 (RZ 11-593406) 

4991 No. 5 Road 

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

1. Richmond Otlicial ConmlUnity Plan Bylaw 9000 is amended by repealing the existing land 
use designation in Attachment 1 to Schedule 1 (City of Riclunond 2041 ocp Land Use 
Map) thereof of the following area and by designating it "Neighbourhood Residential", 

P.W. 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 Community Plan Bylaw 9000, 
Amendment Bylaw 8947". 

FIRST READING 
CITY OF 

RICHMOND 

PUBLIC HEARING ~ 
SECOND READING 

THIRD READING 

OTHER REQUIREMENTS SATISFIED 

ADOPTED 

MAYOR 

367 1194 

APPROVED 
by Manager 

71' 

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 meeting assembled, enacts as follows: 

I. Richmond Official Community Plan Bylaw 7100 is amended by repealing the existing land 
use designation in Schedule 2.11 B (East Cambie Area Plan Land Use Map) thereof of the 
following area and by designating it "Residential". 

P.I.D.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 Community Plan Bylaw 7100, 
Amendment Bylaw 8948". 

FIRST READING 

PUBLIC HEARING 

SECOND READING 

THIRD READING 

OTHER REQUIREMENTS SATISFIED 

ADOPTED 

MAYOR 

3734431 v2 

CORPORATE OFFICER 

CtTYOF 
RICHMOND 

APP~D 

/),...-----,/ 
APPROVED 
by Manager 

/2~ 
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City of 
Richmond 

Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500 
Amendment Bylaw 8986 (RZ 11-593406) 

4991 No.5 Road 

Bylaw 8986 

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 
fo llowing area and by designating it "MEDIUM DENSITY TOWNHOUSES (RTM2)". 

P.I.D. 006·1 60·859 
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 Zoning Bylaw 8500, Amendment Bylaw 8986". 

FIRST READING 

A PUBLIC HEARING WAS HELD ON 

SECOND READING 

THIRD READING 

OTHER CONDITlONS SATISFIED 

MINISTRY OF TRANSPORTATION AND 
INFRASTRUCTURE APPROVAL 

ADOPTED 

MAYOR 

3989209 

CORPORATE OFFICER 

CITY OF 
RICHMOND 

APPRO .... ED 0, 
'6/L. 

APPRO .... ED 
by Director llM 
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City of 
Richmond 

To: Planning Committee 

From: Wayne Craig 
Director of Development 

Report to Committee 
Planning and Development Department 

Date: October 7, 2013 

File: RZ 11-590130 

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 of22691 and 
22711 Westminster Highway from "Single Detached (RS I IF)" to "Town Housing - Hami lton 
(ZT l1 )", be introduced and given first reading. 

REPORT CONCURRENCE 

ROUTED To: CONCURRENCE CONC~~C~~~~MANAGER 
Affordable Housing g , / 

I 
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October 7, 2013 - 2 - RZ 11 -590 130 

Staff Report 

Origin 

Jordan Kutev Architects Inc. has applied to the City of Richmond for permission to rezone 
22691 and 227 11 Westminster Highway from "Single Detached (RS IIF)" zone to "Town 
Housing - Hamilton (ZT 11 )" 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 is provided in Attachment 3. 

Surrounding Development 

To the North: An existing townhouse development zoned "Town Housing - Hamilton (ZT3)". 

To the East: Across Westminster Highway are vacant "Single-Detached (RS IIF)" zoned lots 
and a townhouse development zoned "Town Housing - Hamilton (ZTl I )" . 

To the South: Existing houses zoned "Single-Detached (RS l iB)". 

To the West: Existing houses zoned "Single-Detached (RS 118 )" . 

Related Policies & Studies 

2041 Offi cial 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 wi th 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 fo r: 

"Small and Large Lot Single Family Residential; Two Family Residential; Townhouse 
Residential; & Institutional " 

The Lower Westminster Sub Area permits a range ofpennitted densities from II to 25 units per 
acre to a maximum of700 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 compl ies 
with the ex isting land use designations and the range of densities permhted in the Hamilton Area 
Plan - Lower Westminster Sub Area. City staff have also confirmed that the current number of 
total dwelling units in the Lower Westminster Sub Area is well below the 700 dwelling unit 
maximum identi fied 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 Hamilton 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 
Incorporation 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. 

Ministry 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 Westmjnster 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 development. 
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Staff Comments 

Trees 
Assessment o/Trees 
A tree survey and arborist report has been submitted in support of the rezoning application. The 
City's Tree Preservation Coordjnator reviewed these materials in conjunction with the rezoning 
plans and provided the following comments (reference Attachment 6 for a tree preservation 
plan): 

• 18 trees located on the subject site of which: 
o 3 (Untagged) are dead and should be removed and replaced. 
o A 21 em 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 em 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 loss 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 consuJting 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 landscape plan has been submitted and confinns that a minimum of25 trees can 
be planted on-site as part of the redevelopment. Based on the 18 on-site trees to be removed and 
a 2: I 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 0[$500 
per additional replacement tree proposed on-site. City staff will also ensure that a minimum 5 m 
tall 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 Configuration 
One vehicle access is proposed at the north edge of the developmenl site to provide for adequate 
separation distance from the signalized intersection at Westminster Highway and McLean 
A venue to the south. Provisions for thi s development to 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 
A venue. 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 only 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 stall s) associated with the townhouse units arc proposed to be parked 
in tandem arrangement, which will require a variance to be reviewed through the Development 
Permit application. A legal agreement to ensure that tandem parking spaces are not converted to 
living space is required to be registered on title as a rezoning cons ideration. 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 
redevelopment include the following: 

• For the ent ire subject site's Westminster Highway frontage south to McLean Avenue, 
design and construction ofa road cross-section to facili tate a 14.1 m pavement width (to 
accommodate 3 vehicular lanes o[travel at 3.5 m width each, 2 bicycle lanes of travel at 
1.8 m each), concrete curb and gutter, I .S m wide grass and treed boulevard and 1.5 m 
wide sidewalk along the west side of Westminster Highway. 

• 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. 

• Upgrades to the existing signalized intersection at Westminster Highway and McLean 
A venue to include audible pedestrian signal features. 

• The above works are to be undertaken through a City Servicing Agreement application, 
which is requi red to be completed as a rezoning consideration (Attachment 7) for this 
development. 

Site Servicing and Uti lity 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 sewer 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 to 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 connectionsltie·ins and potential utility pole relocation. 

Indoor 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 Westminster Highway, which is a major transportation 
corridor through the area accommodating vehicle, transit, bicycle and pedestrian traffic. The 
2041 OCP Development Pennit Guidelines and Hamilton Sub Area Plan Development Penn it 
Guidelines contain policies to provide noise mitigation measures fo r multi-family developments 
that may be impacted by adjacent activities related to traffic and transit. As a result, the 
fo llowing is proposed to address noise mitigation measures: 

• Registration ofa 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 Pennit 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 noise 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 III setback is required 
in the proposed zone to facilitate the development of an appropriate streetscape and landscape 
treatment. Road and fTontage upgrades are also required as part of the servicing fo r 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 is 
required for this development. The proposed site plan would result in a 5 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 is 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 (lTl1) zoning 
proposed for the development and will enable appropriate landscaping treatments to be 
implemented to integrate with the existing surrounding land uses. 

Requested Variances 
A variance request will be included in the Development Permit application to increase the 
proportion 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 tandem parking configuration enables for an efficient and 
compact site plan and also enables the ability for the townhouse development to comply with the 
minimum Flood Construction Level (FCL) of3.5 m (geodetic survey datum) applicable to this 
area. Tandem parking allows for the habitable space to be located 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, 20 11 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, 20 13 
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 Pennit Considerations 
A Development Permit application will be required for thi s project to review overall urban 
design, form and character and landscaping components. This Development Permit 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 items 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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• Review of all requested variances - Based on the submitted 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. 

• Refinement of the landscape plan to confiml 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. 

• 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. 

• Provisions for convertible unit features and other age-in-place design measures to be 
incorporated into the development. 

Financial Impact or Economic Impact 

None. 

Conclusion 

The proposal for an II unit townhouse development complies with the Hamilton Area Plan and 
is consistent with the zoning applied for other recently approved townhouse developments 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 wi ll integrate with 
existing infrastructure in the area. Further design detai ling 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 
Planner I 

KE:cas 

Attachment 1: 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: Hami lton Area Context Map 
Attachment 6: Tree Preservation Plan 
Attaclunent 7: Rezoning Considerations Concurrence 
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City of 
Richmond 

Development Application Data Sheet 
Development Appl ications Division 

RZ 11-590130 Attachment 3 

Address: 22691 and 22711 Westminster Highway 

Applicant: Jordan Kutev Architects Inc. 

Planning Area(s) : Hamilton Area Plan - Lower Westminster Sub Area 

Existing Proposed 

Owner: 
0954462 B,C. Ltd. (Inc. No. 

NIA BC0954462) 

Site Size (m2
): 

22691 Westminster Hwy - 822 m 1808 m (consolidated lot) 
22711 Westminster Hwy - 986 m2 

Land Uses: Vacant Low density town housing 

OCP Designation : 
Neighbourhood Residential 

I (NRES) 
No change - complies 

Hamilton Area Plan - lower Small and Large Lot Single Family No change - complies 

Westminster Sub Area 
Residential; Two Family 

Designation: 
Residential; Townhouse 
Residential; & Institutional 

Zoning: Single Detached (RS1 /F) Town Housing Hamilton (ZT11 ) 

Number of Units: N/A 11 townhouse units 

On Future Bylaw Requirement Proposed Variance 
Subdivided Lots 

Floor Area Ratio: Ma~. 0.6 0.6 none permitted 

Lot Coverage - Building: Max. 35% 34% none 

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

Setback. - West Rear Yard (m): None 3.3 m none 

Setback - South Side Yard (m): None 5.2 m none 

Setback - North Side Yard (m): None 4.7 m none 

Height (m): 10.6 m 9.7 m none 

Off·street Parking Spaces 
Regular IRI I Vis itor Nl: 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 
Tandem Parking Spaces 

Up to 50% permitted 100% requested 
Variance 

(residential un its only): requested 

Amenity Space - Outdoor: 6 m per unit 66m none 
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ATTACHMENT 4 

City of Richmond 

Lower Westminster Sub-Area Land Use Map 
Bylaw 7561 
2007/06/25 

f-J I I I I / I I II 'Y ;::==~ /~ 

HIGHWAV91 

~ Small and Large Lot Single Family 
Residential; Two Family Residential; 
Townhouse Residential ; & Institutional 

Permitted Density: 

~ Single-Family Residential andlor 
Duplex Residential Only 

~ Community Facilities Use 

A range of 11 to 25 units per acre to a maximum of 700 dwelling units in the sub-area. 

Original Adoption: June 19, 1995 I Plan Adoption; February 16, 2004 
)7 179!8 

Ham ilton Area Plan 23 PLN - 210



Hamilton Area Plan Update 

HAMILTON AREA 
PLANNING BOUNDARY --..,t.4.t 

City of Burnaby 

-... _-_ .... 
~1~~~f1t 

Subject Site 

f"IIl"'11111 ,~~~;~~~ llIllllJl II m 

Legend 

I. Lower Westminster Sub-Area (Area 1) 

2. BoundarylThompson Suh-Area (Area 2) 

3. Westminster Hwy., North of Gilley Road Sub-Area (Area 3) 

ATTACHMENT 5 

Municipality of Delta 
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City of 
Richmond 

Address: 22691 and 22711 Westminster Highway 

ATTACHMENT 7 

Rezoning Considerations 
Development Applications Division 

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

File No.: RZ 11-590130 

Prior to final adoption of Zoning Amendment Bylaw 9064, the developer is required to complete the 
following: 

1. Provincial Ministry of Transportation & In frastructure Approval of zoning amendmen t 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 trces within the City in lieu of planting them on the subject site. (Calcu lation based on 18 
on-site trees to be removed and replaced at a 2: I ratio as per OCP. Landscape plan indicates 25 trees can be planted 
on the subject site. Remaining ba lance of II trees to be compensated for at $500 per tree). If additional replacement 
I'ress (over and beyond the 25 replacement trees proposed at rezoning stage) could be accommodated on-site (as 
determined at the Deve lopment 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. Installation 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 fenc ing can be removed if a 
tree removal permit is approved for these two off-s ite trees. 

5. The granting ofa 3 m by 3 m wide statutory right-of-way at the north cast corner of the conso lidated 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 potentia l land use interface no ise (traffic and transit) to the proposed dwelling units. 
Dwelling units must be designed and constructed to ach ieve: 

a) CMHC 'd r i' I I'd' d' h h b I ; gUl e Illes or IIltenor nOIse eve s as In Icate III t ec art eow: 
Portions of Dwelling Units Nois e Levels (deCibels) 

Bedrooms 35 decibels 
living, dining, recreation rooms 40 decibels 
Kitchen, bathrooms, hallways, and utili ty rooms 45 decibels 

b) The AS !-I RAE 55-2004 "Thermal EnVironmental CondLtions for !-Iuman Occupancy" standard for interior living 
spaces. 

7. Registration of a flood plain covenant on title identifying a min imum habitable e levation of3.5 m GSC. 

8. C ity acceptance of the developer's offer to vo luntari ly contribute $0.77 per bui ldable sq uare foot (e.g. $8,991) to the 
C ity's pub lic art fund . (Calculation based on the maxim um 0.6 F.A.R permitted based on the proposed zoning district) 

9. City acceptance of the developer's offer to vo luntari ly 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 buildab le 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) 

II. Registrat ion of a legal agreement on title prohibiting the convers ion of the tandem parking area into habitable space. 

12. The submission and process ing of a Development Permit· completed to a leve l deemed acceptable by the Director of 
Development. 

\3. 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: 

In itial : __ _ 
3998291 
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a) For the entire consolidated site's deve lopmem frontage on Westm inster Highway south to McLean Avenue. 
des ign and construction of the ultimate cross section for Westminster Highway, including 14. 1 III wide pavement 
(3 vehicular lanes at 3.5 III width each, 2 bicyc le lanes at 1.8 III width each), concrete curb and gutter along the 
west side with a 1.5 III grass & treed boulevard and 1.5 III wide sidewalk along the property line. 

b) North of the consolidated site' s development frontage, design and construction of an interim 1.5 In asphalt 
walkway to connect to the existing wa lkway to the north. 

c) Upgrades to the existing traffic signal at McLean Avenue and Westmi nster Highway to include Audible 
Pedestrian Signal features. 

d) Relocation of the existi ng utility pole along the Westminster Highway frontage of the development site may be 
req uired as a result of the req uired road/frontage improvements, which wil l be detennined through the Servicing 
Agreement app lication and design submiss ion process. 

e) Scrvicing Agreement design is required to include all serv ice tie-ins/connections. 

f) All works to be at the sole cost of the developer. 

Prior to a Development Permit* being fonvarded to the Development Permit Panel for consideration, the 
developer is required to: 
I. Submiss ion of a landscape letter of creditlbond for the purposes of securing implementation of the landscaping for the 

proposed development. 

2. Complete an acoustical and thenna l report and recommendations prepared by an appropriate registered professional, 
which demonstrates that the interior noise levels and noise mitigation standards comply wi th the C ity's Official 
Community Plan and Noise Bylaw requirements. The standard required for air cond itioning systems and their 
altematives (e.g. ground sou rce heat pumps, heat exchangers and acoustic ducling) is the ASHRAE 55-2004 "Thermal 
Environmental Conditions for Human Occupancy" standard and su bsequent updates as they may occur. Maximum 
interior noise level s (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 

3. Other items may be identified through the processi ng of the Development Penn it application. 

Prior to Building Permit Issuance, the developer must complete the following requirements: 
I. Submission of a Construction Parking and Traffic Management Plan to the Transportation Division. Management 

Plan shall incl ude location for parking for services, deliveries, workers, loading, application for any lane closures, and 
proper construction traffic controls as per Traffic Contro l Man ual fo r works on Roadways (by Ministry of 
Transportation) and MMCD Traffic Regu lation Sect ion 0 1570. 

2. Incorporation of convertible housing features and age-in-plaee measures in Building Pennit (SP) plans as detennined 
via the Rezoning and/or Development Penn it processes. 

3. Obtain a Bui lding Penn it (B P) for any construction hoarding. If construction hoarding is required to temporarily 
occupy a public street, (he air space above a public street, or any part thereof, add itional C ity approvals and associated 
fees may be required as part ofthe Building Penn it. For additional infonnation, contact the Building Approvals 
Division at 604-276-4285. 

Note: 

• 
• 

This requires a separate applicat ion. 

Where the Director of Development deems appropriate, the preceding agreements are to be drawn nOI only as personal covenants 
of the property owner bUI also as covenants pursuant 10 Section 219 of the Land Title Act. 

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

[nitia l: __ _ 
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The preceding agreements shall provide security 10 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 10 the Director of Development. 

• Addilionallegal agreements, as determined via the subject development's Servicing Agreement(s) andlor Development Pennit(s), 
andlor 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 senlement, displacement, subsidence, damage or nuisance 10 City and 
private utility infrastructure. 

Signed Copy on File 

Signed Date ' 
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City of 
Richmond 

Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500 
Amendment Bylaw 9064 (RZ 11-590130) 
22691 and 22711 Westminster Highway 

Bylaw 9064 

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

1. The Zoning Map of the City of Richmond, which accompanies and fanns 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 (ZTll)" . 

P.LD.Ol0·179·500 
Lot 2 Section 2 Block 4 North Range 4 West New Westminster District Plan 16060 

P.LD. 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 "Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500, Amendment Bylaw 9064". 

FIRST READING 

A PUBLIC HEARING WAS HELD ON 

SECOND READING 

THIRD READING 

OTHER CONDITIONS SATISFIED 

MINISTRY OF TRANSPORTATION AND 
INFRASTRUCTURE APPROY AL 

ADOPTED 

MAYOR 

4002430 

CORPORATE OFFICER 

'""0' RICHMOND 

APPROVED 

" E:/L 
APPROVED 
by Dlreclor 

Zt 
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