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Pg. # ITEM

MINUTES

PLN-6 Motion to adopt the minutes of the meeting of the Planning Committee held
on March 3, 2020.

NEXT COMMITTEE MEETING DATE

May 5, 2020, (tentative date) at 4:00 p.m. in the Anderson Room

PLANNING AND DEVELOPMENT DIVISION

1. HOUSING AGREEMENT BYLAW NO. 10118 TO PERMIT THE CITY
OF RICHMOND TO SECURE AFFORDABLE HOUSING UNITS AT

9680 WILLIAMS ROAD
(File Ref. No. 08-4057-05) (REDMS No. 6402916 v. 3)

PLN-54 See Page PLN-54 for full report

Designated Speaker: Cody Spencer

PLN -1
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Pg. #

PLN-81

ITEM

STAFF RECOMMENDATION

That Housing Agreement (9680 Williams Road) Bylaw No. 10118 be
introduced and given first, second and third readings to permit the City to
enter into a Housing Agreement substantially in the form attached hereto,
in accordance with the requirements of section 483 of the Local
Government Act, to secure the Affordable Housing Units required by
Rezoning Application RZ 15-715406.

APPLICATION BY YAMAMOTO ARCHITECTURE INC. FOR THE
REZONING OF 4051 CAVENDISH DRIVE AND THE WEST
PORTIONS OF 10140, 10160 & 10180 NO. 1 ROAD FROM “SINGLE
DETACHED (RS1/B)” AND “SINGLE DETACHED (RS1/E)” TO
“TOWN HOUSING (ZT88) - NO. 1 ROAD (STEVESTON)”; AND FOR
THE REZONING OF 4068 CAVENDISH DRIVE AND THE EAST
PORTIONS OF 10160 & 10180 NO. 1 ROAD FROM *“SINGLE
DETACHED (RS1/B)” AND “SINGLE DETACHED (RS1/E)” TO

“SINGLE DETACHED (RS2/B)”.
(File Ref. No. 12-8060-20-010155/10156; RZ 18-820669) (REDMS No. 6282428 v. 3)

See Page PLN-81 for full report

Designated Speakers: Wayne Craig and Edwin Lee

STAFF RECOMMENDATION

(1) That Official Community Plan Amendment Bylaw 10155, to
redesignate 4051 Cavendish Drive and a portion of 10140, 10160 &
10180 No. 1 Road from **Single-Family™ to ""Multiple-Family* in the
Steveston Area Land Use Map to Schedule 2.4 of Official Community
Plan Bylaw 7100 (Steveston Area Plan), be introduced and given first
reading;

(2) That Bylaw 10155, having been considered in conjunction with:
(a) the City’s Financial Plan and Capital Program; and

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

is hereby found to be consistent with said program and plans, in
accordance with Section 477(3)(a) of the Local Government Act;

(3) That Bylaw 10155, having been considered in accordance with OCP
Bylaw Preparation Consultation Policy 5043, is hereby found not to
require further consultation; and
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Pg. #

PLN-259

ITEM

(4) That Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500, Amendment Bylaw 10156, to
create the “Town Housing (ZT88) - No. 1 Road (Steveston)” zone,
and to rezone 4051 Cavendish Drive and the West Portions of 10140,
10160 & 10180 No. 1 Road from “Single Detached (RS1/B)” and
“Single Detached (RS1/E)” to “Town Housing (ZT88) - No. 1 Road
(Steveston)”; and to rezone 4068 Cavendish Drive and the East
Portions of 10160 & 10180 No. 1 Road from *“Single Detached
(RS1/B)” and “Single Detached (RS1/E)” to “Single Detached
(RS2/B)”, be introduced and given first reading.

APPLICATION BY FOUGERE ARCHITECTURE INC. FOR
REZONING AT 7100 AND 7120 ASH STREET FROM THE “SINGLE
DETACHED (RS1/F)” ZONE TO THE “TOWN HOUSING (ZT16) -
SOUTH MCLENNAN AND ST. ALBANS SUB-AREA (CITY

CENTRE)” ZONE
(File Ref. No. 12-8060-20-010163; RZ 18-843479) (REDMS No. 6426161)

See Page PLN-259 for full report

Designated Speakers: Wayne Craig and Jordan Rockerbie

STAFF RECOMMENDATION

That Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500, Amendment Bylaw 10163, for the
rezoning of 7100 and 7120 Ash Street from the “Single Detached (RS1/F)”
zone to the “Town Housing (ZT16) - South McLennan and St. Albans
Sub-Area (City Centre)” zone, be introduced and given first reading.
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PLN-300

PLN-306

ITEM

FOOD SECURITY AND AGRICULTURAL ADVISORY

COMMITTEE 2019 ANNUAL REPORT AND 2020 WORK PROGRAM
(File Ref. No. 01-0100-30-AADV1-01) (REDMS No. 6426090)

See Page PLN-300 for full report

Designated Speaker: Barry Konkin

STAFF RECOMMENDATION

That the Food Security and Agricultural Advisory Committee 2020 Work
Program, as presented in the staff report, titled “Food Security and
Agricultural Advisory Committee 2019 Annual Report and 2020 Work
Program”, dated March 26, 2020, from the Director of Policy Planning, be
approved.

FENCE REGULATIONS ADDRESSING HEIGHT AND MATERIALS
(File Ref. No. 08-4430-01) (REDMS No. 6404835 v. 1B)

See Page PLN-306 for full report

Designated Speakers: James Cooper and Barry Konkin

STAFF RECOMMENDATION

(1) That Richmond Zoning Bylaw No. 8500, Amendment Bylaw
No. 10122, respecting changes to fence regulations, be introduced
and given first reading, and

(2) That Building Regulation Bylaw No. 7230, Amendment Bylaw
No. 10144, requiring a permit for fences constructed with concrete
foundations, be introduced and given first, second and third readings.
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Pg. # ITEM

6. RESIDENTIAL RENTAL TENURE ZONING
(File Ref. No. 08-4057-08) (REDMS No. 6409560 v. 3)

PLN-327 See Page PLN-327 for full report

Designated Speakers: Barry Konkin

STAFF RECOMMENDATION

That Richmond Zoning Bylaw No. 8500 Amendment Bylaw No. 10014
(Residential Rental Tenure) be introduced and given first reading.

7. MANAGER’S REPORT

ADJOURNMENT

PLN -5



City of
.ichmond M

Date:

Place:

Present:

Also Present:

Call to Order:

i:anning vwommittee

Tuesday, March 3, 2020

Council Chambers
Richmond City Hall

Councillor Linda McPhail, Chair
Councillor Alexa Loo
Councillor Carol Day
Councillor Bill McNulty
Councillor Harold Steves

Councillor Chak Au
Councillor Michael Wolfe

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

The Chair advised that the order of the agenda would be varied to consider the
Manager’s Report after Item 6.

MINUTES

It was moved and seconded
That the minutes of the meeting of the Planning Committee held on
February 4, 2020, be adopted as circulated.

CARRIED

PLANNING AND DEVELOPMENT DIVISION

RICHMOND INTERCULTURAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE 2019

ANNUAL REPORT AND 2020 WORK PROGRAM
(File Ref. No. 01-0100-30-RIAD1-01) (REDMS No. 6388845 v. 3)

Committee thanked the Richmond Intercultural Advisory Committee for their
work in the community.
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It was moved and seconded

That the staff report titled “Richmond Intercultural Advisory Committee
2019 Annual Report and 2020 Work Program,” dated January 27, 2020,
Jfrom the Director of Community Social Development, be approved.

CARRIED

RICHMOND SENIORS ADVISORY COMMITTEE 2019 ANNUAL
REPORT AND 2020 WORK PROGRAM

(File Ref. No, 01-0100-30-SADV 1-01) (REDMS No. 6369342)

Committee thanked the Richmond Seniors Advisory Committee for their
work in the community.

[t was moved and seconded

That the staff report titled “Richmond Seniors Advisory Committee 2019
Annual Report and 2020 Work Program,” dated January 27, 2020, from the
Director, Community Social Development, be approved.

CARRIED

UBCM 2020 POVERTY REDUCTION PLANNING AND ACTION

GRANT SUBMISSION

(File Ref. No. 07-3190-01) (REDMS No. 6382338 v. 3)

It was moved and seconded

(1)  That the application to the Union of British Columbia Municipalities
(UBCM) 2020 Poverty Reduction Planning and Action Program for
825,000 be endorsed; and

(2) That should the funding application be successful, that the Chief
Administrative Officer and the General Manager, Planning and
Development be authorized on behalf of the City to enter into an
agreement with UBCM for the above mentioned project and that the
Consolidated 5 Year Financial Plan (2020-2024) be amended
accordingly.

CARRIED

PLN -7
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APPLICATION BY FAIRCHILD DEVELOPMENTS LTD. FOR A
TEMPORARY COMMERCIAL USE PERMIT AT 8320 CAMBIE
ROAD AND 8431 BROWNWOOD ROAD

(File Ref. No, TU 20-890944) (REDMS No. 6407191)

Staff noted that (i) the permit would be for a temporary parking lot for 35
vehicles, (ii) there is an existing temporary use permit expiring in May 2020,
(iii) landscaping was installed with the previous permit and is in good
condition, (iv) the applicant has met with neighbours and is aware of
concerns, (v) a landscaper makes monthly site visits and the applicant has
agreed to pave the site with asphalt to alleviate dust concerns, (vi) a revision
to Schedule B could be made to include paving provisions, and (vii) a revised
permit and memorandum will be provided to Council.

It was moved and seconded

That the application of Fairchild Developments Ltd. for a Temporary
Commercial Use Permit for property at 8320 Cambie Road and 8431
Brownwood Road be considered at the special meeting of Council (for the
purpose of holding a Public Hearing) to be held on April 20, 2020 at
7:00 PM in the Council Chambers of Richmond City Hall, and that the
following recommendation be forwarded to that meeting for consideration:

“That a Temporary Commercial Use Permit be issued to Fairchild
Developments Ltd. to allow ‘Non-accessory Parking’ as a permitted
use at 8320 Cambie Road and 8431 Brownwood Road for a period of
three years.”

CARRIED

APPLICATION BY HEADWATER LIVING INC. TO AMEND
SECTION 3.3 OF OFFICIAL COMMUNITY PLAN BYLAW 9000,
CREATE THE “HIGH DENSITY MARKET RENTAL
RESIDENTIAL/LIMITED COMMERCIAL (ZMU45) - LANSDOWNE
VILLAGE (CITY CENTRE)” ZONE, AND REZONE THE SITE AT
5500 NO. 3 ROAD FROM THE “DOWNTOWN COMMERCIAL
(CDT1)” ZONE TO THE “HIGH DENSITY MARKET RENTAL
RESIDENTIAL/LIMITED COMMERCIAL (ZMU45) — LANSDOWNE
VILLAGE (CITY CENTRE)” ZONE

(File Ref. No. 12-8060-20-010131; RZ 19-858804) (REDMS No. 6394422)

Correspondence from John Roston was referenced (attached to and forming
part of these Minutes as Schedule 1).

Staff reviewed the application and highlighted the following information:
* the proposal will include 149 purpose-built market rental units;

» the rental units will be secured in perpetuity through the rental tenure
zoning and a market rental agreement registered on title;

PLN -8
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* a new zone will be created, High Density Market Rental
Residential/Limited Commercial (ZMU45) — Lansdowne Village (City
Centre);

* the applicant is working with BC Housing to secure financing;

* under the Housing Hub Provincial Rental Supply Program, units are
restricted to no higher than market rent and household income is
restricted to no higher than the 75" percentile;

* the new zone restricts all residential use to rental tenure only;

= the applicant will be providing voluntary contributions towards
community planning and public art;

* the building will meet BC Energy Step Code step 2;

De Whalen, Chair, Richmond Poverty Response Committee (RPRC),
expressed support for the use of the rental tenure tool, the incorporation of
basic universal housing features, and family friendly units.

Kathryn McCreary, Richmond Resident expressed support for the proposed
project and its prime location. She noted that it would be beneficial to include
a smali percentage of units that are below market rental and consider less
expensive construction typology and locations.

Raymond Kwong, BC Housing, expressed support for the project noting that
(1) it is based under the Provincial Supply Program, (ii) the Province works
with communities to create purpose-built rentals and (iii) creating more rental
supply will move the middle income bracket to new stock and open up the
rental supply for the lower income bracket.

It was moved and seconded

(1)  That Richmond Official Community Plan Bylaw 9000, Amendment
Bylaw 10131 to amend Section 3.3, Objective 4, Policy e) to include a
provision that the market rental residential density bonus may be
increased on a site specific basis for projects that provide additional
rental housing to address community need, be introduced and given
first reading;

(2)  That Richmond Official Community Plan Bylaw 9000, Amendment

Bylaw 10131, having been considered in conjunction with:
(a) The City’s Financial and Capital Program; and

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

is hereby found to be consistent with said programs and plans, in
accordance with Section 477(3)(a) of the Local Government Act;
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(3)  That Richmond Official Community Plan Bylaw 9000, Amendment
Bylaw 10131, having been considered in accordance with OCP Bylaw
Preparation Consultation Policy 5043, is hereby found not to require
Sfurther consultation; and

(4) That Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500, Amendment Bylaw 10130 to
create the “High Density Market Rental Residential/Limited
Commercial (ZMU45) — Lansdowne Village (City Centre)” zone, and
to rezone 5500 No. 3 Road from the “Downtown Commercial
(CDT1)” zone to the “High Density Market Rental
Residential/Limited Commercial (ZMU45) — Lansdowne Village
(City Centre)” zone, be introduced and given first reading.

CARRIED

BC BUILDING CODE CHANGES TO SECONDARY SUITE
PROVISIONS

(File Ref. No. 12-8060-02-01) (REDMS No. 6398750 v. 5)

In reply to queries from Committee, James Cooper, Director, Building
Approvals, noted that (i) properties that have secondary suites and coach
houses will have separate addresses, (ii) clarifying addresses will improve
wayfinding for emergency response teams and postal services, (iii) suite sizes
were studied and the focus is on the preservation of single family character
neighbourhoods and the use of workable units, and (iv) the proposed changes
to secondary suite provisions are comparable to other communities.

It was moved and seconded

(1) That Richmond Zoning Bylaw No. 8500, Amendment Bylaw
No. 10139, to better define secondary suites and increase the
maximum permitted size of secondary suites in dwellings from 90 m’
to 110n?’, be introduced and given first reading;

(2) That Consolidated Fees Bylaw No. 8636, Amendment Bylaw
No. 10142, to incorporate cost recovery charges for addressing
secondary suites, be introduced and given first, second and third
reading; and

(3)  That a 12 month grace period be authorized, from the date of Bylaw
No. 10142 adoption, allowing legal secondary suite owners to secure
a suite address without charge before the addressing fees take effect.

The question on the motion was not called as a motion to increase secondary
suite size was introduced, but failed to receive a seconder,

The question on the motion was then called and was CARRIED.
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MANAGER’S REPORT

Tour of the Roderick Building

Council is invited to attend the Tour of the Roderick Building taking place
March 6, 3:00 p.m. at 12088 Third Avenue.

REFERRAL RESPONSE ON EDUCATION, DORMITORY AND
CHILD CARE USES IN THE NO. 5§ ROAD BACKLANDS POLICY

AREA AND FOR SITES IN THE AGRICULTURAL LAND RESERVE
(File Ref. No. 08-4050-10) (REDMS No. 6396117 v. 6)

A memorandum from City Clerk was distributed (attached to and forming part
of these Minutes as Schedule 2)

Correspondence regarding the proposed policy was received of 11 form letters
(attached to and forming part of these Minutes as Schedule 3)

Barry Konkin, Director, Policy Planning, provided an overview of the referral
response to review the backlands policy to ensure that only religious
institutions are permitted in this area. Mr. Konkin noted that in order to
achieve the terms of the referral the report proposes bylaw amendments to
remove the education as a permitted use in the policy area and remove
dormitory use and childcare would be an accessory use to religious assembly
limited to 37 spaces. Should bylaws be adopted, all existing uses would be
rendered legally non-conforming. Non-conforming uses are legally protected
in perpetuity; however further expansion of non-conforming use is not
allowed. The Agricultural LLand Commission approval is required and is key
to the process.

In response to queries from Committee, Mr. Konkin noted that (i) schools
require a non-farm use application, (ii) the ALC and the Agricultural Land
Reserve (ALR) are committed to preserving farm land, (iii) this policy area is
unique to the City of Richmond, (iv) the permitted use remains with the land ,
(v) in response to questions about significant damage caused to existing
schools due to fire, an application to rebuild the school would be required, and
(viy under the proposed bylaw amendments, new schools or expansion to
existing schools would require an ALR and rezoning application.

Will Hsu, 8240 No. 5 Road, Dharma Drum Mountain Buddhist Association,
expressed concern regarding the proposed bylaws noting that in 2019 the
Association received approval from the ALC to expand dormitory use. Mr.
Hsu noted that the dormitory expansion will provide modest, basic, living
conditions for the nuns.
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In response to queries from Committee, Mr. Hsu noted that the Association is
seeking an expansion of 1,000 sq. ft. and the addition is in the direction
towards the main road and currently the temple farms fruit trees and
vegetables.

In response to query from Committee, staff noted that if the bylaws were
approved, the applicant would need to apply for a rezoning,.

Roger Grose, 4598 Kensington Court, Delta, Superintendent, Richmond
Christian School expressed concern regarding the proposed bylaws noting that
Richmond Christian School would like the ability to expand and grow.

In response to queries from Committee, Mr. Grose noted that (i) the school
uses the farmland by having bee apiaries, student gardens and aquaponics,
(i1) the Richmond Christian School was partly grandfathered in as to not
require a farm plan, and (iil) the middle campus was built before the
backlands policy.

In response to query from Committee, staff noted that any future plans for
expansion would require a farm plan for the ALC to review.

Eric Chu, 4266 Fortune Avenue, Richmond, expressed concern regarding the
proposed bylaws noting that the proposed bylaws would hinder Richmond
Christian School’s plans for expansion for much needed space. Mr. Chu
further noted that the Secondary School will need to be rebuilt in 40 — 50
years.

In response to a query from Committee, Mr. Chu noted that the Richmond
Christian School is in the fundraising stage in expansion planning.

Oscar Pozzolo, 4640 Albert Street, Burnaby, Principal, Az-Zahraa Islamic
Academy, expressed concern regarding the proposed bylaws noting that
restrictions will limit student and school growth.

In response to questions from Committee, Mr. Pozzolo noted that (i) it has
been difficult for independent schools to obtain existing school property,
(i1) Az-Zahraa recently purchased an adjacent property, and (iii) the school is
on the 2" floor in the same building as the mosque.

Mohamad Al-Shakarchi, recent graduate of Az-Zahraa Islamic Academy,
expressed concern regarding the proposed bylaws noting that it would be a
disadvantage to not allow schools on No. 5 Road to expand.

Mahmood Jaffer, 11931 Seabrook Crescent, Richmond, representing the Shi’a
Muslim Community of British Columbia, expressed concerns regarding the
proposed bylaws noting that in the last 4 years their school has seen a 40%
growth,

In tesponse to a query from Committee, Mr. Jaffer noted that their school
farms ituit trees and berries.
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Todd Chow, 7890 No. 5 Road, Richmond, Cornerstone Christian Academy,
expressed concern regarding the proposed bylaws noting that the bylaw would
affect the current plan to replace aging portables.

In response to queries from Committee, staff confirmed that the applicant’s
application is in the preliminary stages for staff review and will require
rezoning under the new regulations and through Council direction, in-stream
applications can be processed.

Leila Chen, Principal, 7890 No. 5 Road, Richmond, Cornerstone Christian
Academy, expressed concern regarding the proposed bylaws noting that the
bylaw would hinder the plan to move students out of portables and into a
school building.

Charlotte Sakaki, 7890 No. 5 Road, Richmond, Vice-Principal and teacher,
Comerstone Christian Academy, expressed concern regarding the proposed
bylaws noting that the bylaw would affect the current development plan to
expand the school.

In response to query from Committee, Ms. Sakaki noted that at the time of the
original application, Cornerstone Christian Academy was not required to farm
the land as the land was designated as a sports field.

Sara Lam, 7890 No. 5 Road, Richmond, Cornerstone Christian Academy,
expressed concern regarding the proposed bylaws and noting that expanding
the school would benefit the community through the programs that the school
offers.

Virginia Wong, 7890 No. 5 Road, Richmond, Cornerstone Christian
Academy, expressed concern regarding the proposed bylaws nothing that the
school has grown over the years and requires expansion.

Kairavee Mulye, 7890 No. 5 Road, Richmond, expressed concern regarding
the proposed bylaws and noting her positive experience attending Cornerstone
Christian Academy.

Urvee Mulye, 7890 No. 5 Road, Richmond, expressed concern regarding the
proposed bylaws and noting her positive experience attending Cornerstone
Christian Academy.

Jonathon Warrén, 10117 Lawson Drive, Richmond, expressed concern
regarding the proposed bylaws noting that the Cornerstone Christian
Academy has been waiting many years to build a new school.

Cheryl Cheung, 7890 No. 5 Road, Richmond, referenced materials (attached
to and forming part of these Minutes as Schedule 4) and expressed concern
regarding the proposed bylaws noting that restricting expansion would inhibit
enrolment for Cornerstone Christian Academy and negatively affect the
community.,
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In response to a query from Committee, Ms. Cheung noted that there are
approximately 200 families on the waitlist.

Fulton Jung, 7890 No. 5 Road, Richmond, expressed concern regarding the
proposed bylaws noting that the students at Cornerstone Christian Academy
would like to have a proper school building so that the school can offer
programs to students with adequate facility space.

Karen Russell, 5260 Oak Place, Ladner, expressed concern regarding the
proposed bylaws and requested Committee consider this issue on a case by
case basis.

Melissa Flores, 4764 Cedar Tree, Delta, teacher, Richmond Christian School,
cxpressed concern regarding the proposed bylaws noting that it would
negatively affect the school’s plans to combine their three campuses onto one
site and restrict any maintenance and repair of aging buildings.

In response to a query from Committee, staff noted that maintenance and
repair is allowed as long as the building size does not increase.

Shingo Kawamura, 23 - 8631 Bennett Road, Richmond, teacher, Richmond
Christian School, expressed concern regarding the proposed bylaws.

Adrienne Ya-Yan Leung, 5431 Lackner Crescent, Richmond, expressed
concern regarding the proposed bylaws and noted the positive experiences of
learning about agriculture and community at Richmond Christian School.

Richard McDonald, 9478 Thomas Drive, Richmond, expressed concern
regarding the proposed bylaws noting that the elementary school is at capacity
and the Richmond Christian School’s plans for expansion and seismic
upgrades will be affected.

In response to a query from Committee, staff noted that the elementary school
is not located on No. 5 Road and is not impacted by the bylaw.

Chi Kwong Tsui, 6380 Skaha Crescent, Richmond, expressed concern
regarding the proposed bylaws and request clarity of the policy amendments.

Michael Lipton, 300 - 10991 Shellbridge Road, Richmond, expressed concern
regarding the proposed bylaws noting that the Richmond Jewish Day School
would like the ability to plan for future upgrades without exceptions.

In response to a query from Committee, Mr. Lipton remarked that under legal
non-conforming status, the school may be denied any future rebuilding or
obtaining insurance.

In response to a further query from Committee, staff noted that as a land use,
schools are defined separately from religious institutions.
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Sean O’Brien, 3151 Springfield Drive, Richmond, Director of Finance,
Roman Catholic Archdiocese, expressed opposition regarding the proposed
bylaws noting that this would negatively affect future plans of building a
regional high school as the property located at 9360 No. 5 Road was zoned for
religious schools at the time of purchase.

In response to queries from Committee, Mr. O’Brien noted that (i) he cannot
provide the specific size of the property, (ii) the property is not being farmed,
and (iii) the church acquires lands with demographics in mind and plans for a
regional school would typically be for 600-800 students.

Edward Wong, 12011 Woodhead Road, Richmond, expressed opposition to
the proposed bylaw amendments noting that any changes will cause hardship
to the Archdiocese of Vancouver.

In response to queries from Committee, Mr. Wong noted that the property is
for a standalone school and if the Catholic community grows, there would be
plans for a future church.

Lachmi Asnani-ma, 5471 Mytko Crescent, Richmond, expressed concern
regarding the proposed bylaws noting that as the population grows, faith
based schools should be allowed to expand as well.

Lawrence Lim, 4635 St. Brides Court, Richmond, expressed opposition
regarding the proposed bylaws requesting Committee to consider
grandfathering in existing schools and institutions. Mr. Lim also noted that it
is very. difficult for independent schools to compete on the market for land
sales.

Murtaza Bachoo, 15 - 22800 Windsor Court, Richmond, Az-Zahraa [slamic
Academy, expressed concern regarding the proposed bylaws noting that
restricting the ability to expand at their current location would negatively
affect the students as the connection to the mosque would be lost.

In response to queries from Committee, Mr. Bachoo noted that the school
would be able to offer more programs in a larger space and currently they
have 180 students enrolled in day school and 270 students attending weekend
programs.

In response to query from Committee, staff noted that there could be
customized zoning for sites with schools with no restrictions, or specify floor
area maximum and student maximum,

Gary Wu, Lingyen Mountain Temple, expressed concern regarding the
proposed bylaws noting that the temple’s plans for a Buddhist school would
be negatively affected.

Michael Bouchard, Pythagoras Academy, expressed concern regarding the
proposed bylaws emphasizing the need for independent schools and offering a
choice for education.

10.
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Joe Erceg, General Manager, Planning, noted that the report to Council titled
“Referral Response on the Education, Dormitory and Child Care Uses in the
No. 5 Road Backlands Policy Area and for Sites in the Agricultural Land
Reserve” is consistent with the referral resolutions from the Planning
Committee and General Purposes Committee. The identification of options
was not included in this report but a memorandum with options could be
provided to Committee,

In response to queries from Committee, staff noted that (i) guidelines could be
put in place for each school, in terms of student limits, size of school, or site
area, (ii) each application would be considered based on its own merits, (iii) it
is difficult to estimate the needs of each school, (iv) the proposed bylaw
amendments do not restrict existing schools from making applications,
(v) upgrades to the sanitary sewer and water would be assessed for large
school expansions or new schools, (vi) the proposed bylaw amendments
require another level of Council consideration by way of a rezoning
application, (vii) the process for expansion remains the same in the initial
stages for an ALR non-farm use application, (viii) each application for
expansion would be considered case by case basis, (ix) the services required
are determined at the time of receiving a building permit, and (x) zoning
based on profit and non-profit status would not be advised.

Discussion ensued with regard to the range of expansions, including schools,
dormitories and childcare facilities along No. 5 Road and the possibility of
amending the bylaws so that the existing properties are exempt.

In response to further queries from Committee, staff noted that (i) legal advice
will be required regarding exempting existing properties from the proposed
bylaw amendments, (ii) the floor area ratio (FAR) is based on 110 metre
depth of the lot dedicated to institutional use and varies depending on the
width of the lot, (iii) establishing a cap would be challenging as each site has
its own site specific configuration and needs of the organization, (iv) staff can
provide a bulletin to explain the application process, and (v) the ALC allows
applications but has ultimate authority to decide what use is permitted on
agricultural land.

It was moved and seconded

(1)  That Richmond Official Community Plan (OCP) Bylaw 9000 and
7100, Amendment Bylaw 10132, to revise Section 7.3 of Schedule 1 of
the OCP (No. 5 Road Backlands Policy) and Schedule 2.13A of the
OCP (East Richmond Area McLennan Sub-Area Plan) to clarify
permitted uses and related policies for religious institutional uses, be
introduced and granted first reading;

(2)  That Richmond Official Community Plan Bylaw 9000 and 7100,
Amendment Bylaw 10132, having been considered in conjunction
with:

1.
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)

“)

(5)

(6)

(7)

(8

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

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

is hereby found to be consistent with said program and plans, in
accordance with Section 477 (3) (a) of the Local Government Act;

That Richmond Official Community Plan (OCP) Bylaw 9000 and
7100, Amendment Bylaw 10132, having been considered in
conjunction with Section 477(3) (b) of the Local Government Act, be
referred to the Agricultural Land Commission for comment prior to a
Public Hearing;

That Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500, Amendment Bylaw 10133, to
revise the “Assembly (ASY)” zoning district contained in Section 13.3
to prohibit education and dormitory as permitted uses in this zone for
areas within the No. 5 Road Backlands Policy area located in the
Agricultural Land Reserve and revise the “Religious Assembly (Z1S7)
— No. 5 Road” zoning district contained in Section 24.7 to prohibit
education use in this zone, be introduced and granted first reading;

That Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500, Amendment Bylaw 10141, to
revise the “Assembly (ASY)” zoning district contained in Section 13.3
to prohibit education and dormitory uses for areas outside of the No.
5 Road Backlands Policy area and located in the Agricultural Land
Reserve, be introduced and granted first reading;

That Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500, Amendment Bylaw 10140, to
revise the “Assembly (ASY)” zoning district contained in Section 13.3
to add site-specific dormitory use regulations for the property at 8100
No. 5 Road, be introduced and granted first reading;

That final adoption of Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500, Amendment
Bylaw 10140 be considered in conjunction with Richmond Zoning
Bylaw 8500, Amendment Bylaw 9586 (RZ 14-667707);

That Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500, Amendment Bylaw 10146, to
revise the “Assembly (ASY)” zoning district contained in Section 13.3
and revise the “Religious Assembly (ZIS7) — No. 5 Road” zoning
district contained in Section 24.7 to regulate child care use in these
zones for lands located in the Agricultural Land Reserve, be
introduced and granted first reading;

12.
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(9)  That staff bring to Council all building permit applications involving
education, dormitory or child care uses for lands zoned “Assembly
(ASY)” and “Religious Assembly (ZIS7) — No. 5 Road” located in the
Agricultural Land Reserve, received more than 7 days after the date
of first reading of Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500, Amendment Bylaws
10133, 10141, and 10146, for consideration of a resolution that the
building permit be withheld pursuant to Section 463 of the Local
Government Act.

The question on the motion was not called, as discussion ensued with regards
to (i) approving the bylaw amendments as is, (ii) requesting staff to come up
with solutions to ensure that existing institutions are able to rebuild schools in
the event of fires, (iii) allowing smaller schools the ability to expand
modestly, and (iv) preserving the religious assembly use along the No. 5 Road
backlands.

Further discussion ensued with regard to (i) referring the report back to staff
for further analysis on the issues with the current policy and providing options
and solutions for future and existing schools, (ii) examining each institution’s
needs, (iii) considering the impact to the City’s infrastructure, and
(iv) exploring the future of the Highway to Heaven and the limits of
expansion.

In response to further query from Committee, staff noted that the City would
continue to accept and process applications under the existing policy with no
guarantee of approval at the Council level and at the Provincial level.

As aresult of the discussion, the following referral motion was introduced:

It was moved and seconded

(1) That the staff report titled “Referral Response on Education,
Dormitory and Child Care Uses in the No. § Road Backlands Policy
Area and for Sites in the Agricultural Land Reserve” be referred
back to staff to review, provide information and options, where
applicable, on the following:

(a) Exempting in-stream applications from the proposed bylaws,

(b) Exempting existing schools and religious institutions from
~ the proposed bylaws;

(¢c) Overall expansion potential for institutional uses (size of school
floor area) in the No. 5 Road Backlands Policy Area and for
Sites in the Agricultural Land Reserve;

(d) Potential implications of expansion for institutional uses in the

No.5 Road Backlands Policy Area and for Sites in the
Agricultural Land Reserve on City infrastructure;

13.
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Tuesday, March 3, 2020

(e) Traffic safety concerns, specifically speeding, on No.5 Road and
proximity to schools; and,

(N Developing an information bulletin that details the proposed
application process;

(2)  That applications for school expansion continue to be accepted from
existing schools;

(3)  That staff be directed to contact each of the existing land owners to
obtain detailed assessments of each institution’s expansion needs for

schools, dormitories, and child care services.
CARRIED

Opposed: Cllr. Loo

ADJOURNMENT

It was moved and seconded
That the meeting adjourn (8:08 p.m.).

CARRIED

Certified a true and correct copy of the
Minutes of the meeting of the Planning
Committee of the Council of the City of
Richmond held on Tuesday, March 3,
2020.

Councillor Linda McPhail Stephanie Walrond

Chair

6423829

Legislative Services Coordinator

14.
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Schedule 2 to the Minutes of the ON TABLE ITEM

Planning Committee meeting of Date:_MQﬁ-h_i,&Q‘%L
Richmond City Council held on Meeting:_(Opein PL

‘ Tuesday, March 3, 2020. item: ¢ F 1
Clty of Memorandum
NN ¥ o Corporate Administration
Richmond City Clerk’s Office
To: Mayor and Councillors Date: March 3, 2020
From: Claudia Jesson File:  12-8000-01/2020-Vol 01
Director, City Clerk’s Office
Re: Update on Petitions received regarding the No. 5 Road Backlands Policy

Attached please find a detailed summary and one copy of each of the signed petition forms/letters
received to date (as of 2:00 pm) in opposition to ltem #7 - Education, Dormitory and Child Care
Uses in the No. 5 Road Backlands Policy Area and for Sites in the Agricultural Land Reserve for
Planning Committee on Tuesday, March 3, 2020.

Date Received: Petition from: Page # | Number

» received:
February 28, 2020 | Lingyen Mountain Temple 1 1529
March 2, 2020 Dharma Drum Mountain Buddhist Association 14 651
March 2, 2020 St. Joseph The Worker 17 797
March 2, 2020 St. Paul Parish Roman Catholic Church 20 1455
March 2, 2020 Richmond Residents 22 1446
March 2, 2020 Canadian Martyrs Catholic Church 25 832
March 2, 2020 St. Monica Parish & Eastern Catholic Church 27 536
March 3, 2020 Total Submissions received 7246

The original petitions are in the City Clerk’s Office and available for viewing at your convenience.

Ouip orisy.

Claudia Jesson
Director, City Clerk’s Office

ec: George Duncan, Chief Administrative Officer
Joe Erceg, General Manager, Planning and Development
Wayne Craig, Director, Development
Barry Konkin, Director, Policy Planning
Kevin Eng, Planner 2
Tony Capuccinello Iraci, City Solicitor and Senior Director, Legal and Legislative Services

—
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Planning Commuittee — March 3, 2020

Correspondence

Item #7 - Education, Dormitory and Child Care Uses
in the No. 5 Road Backlands Policy Area

Received 1,529 Petitions in total on F riday, February
28, 2020 from Lingyen Mountain Temple

Attached:
7 letters
1 form letter. 1,522 Received

PLN - 21
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Date: [lf ~D2 -2 L0

Dear Mayor and Councillors of the City of Richmond,

I, 3‘05‘& \\/\)\ :ﬁﬂﬂ , \(\k , a resident of Richmond, B.C., am strongly opposed to
-the removal of “school use” from the No. 5 Road Backlands Policy. The No 5. Road Backlands
Policy must continue to include “school use” as traditionally defined as daycare and kindergarten
through grade 12. The proposed changes will negatively affect Lingyen Mountain Temple and
other religious institutions on No. 5 Road, many of which are planning to establish religious
schools. Lingyen Mountain Temple is a non-profit religious organization looking to fill the unmet
need of a Buddhist school in the city. The proposed changes will have a detrimental impact on

our efforts and those of other religious organizations.

Address: & 6(7 Lackner Cresent . {GC\\W\ORA. B.c
VIE — 6R)

Phone: :H'X— 9x9- 2307

Signature: C/ﬁ)
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February 14, 2020

Dear Mayor and Councillors of the City of Richmond,

I, Liwen Zhang, a resident of Richmond, B.C., strongly oppose the removal of “Sth
from the No. 5 Road Backlands Policy. This proposed change will have a detrimental 1mpact
on our efforts and those of other religious organizations. This letter will provide reasons why
we strongly oppose the removal of “school use” from the No. 5 Road Backlands Policy.

1. Worshipping alone cannot raise individuals to a full character without educating at the
same time.

The proposed changes will negatively affect Lingyen Mountain Temple, a non-profit religious
organization, and other religious institutions, many of which are planning to establish religious
schools. Based on research, religious schools benefit young children in the following 4 ways:

1) Everyday Exposure for an ultimate learning experience
Once-per-week religious education classes cannot offer the education young
children will have in the everyday exposure by attending a religious school
Academics intertwining with religious teachings and vice versa, will give young
children a unique and strong understanding of his or her faith.

2) A Strong Sense of Community

Students attending a faith-based school will have religion as a foundation for
friendship building. Parents will also be able to build treasured friendships with
fellow parents with the possibility of forming lifelong bonds. Parental involvement
in the school and community-building cannot be emphasized enough in the healthy
growth of children.

3) Stability
Religious schools provide stability that other schools cannot. Being around like-
minded individuals allows students to feel comfortable and secure in their school
environment, almost like a family. The comfort and care offered by religious school

are indeed priceless.

4) High Quality Academics

Religious schools often offer higher quality academics than public schools with
smaller class-size allowing more discussion and personal attention. Many religious
institutions continue to be recognized for their academics by publications that
produce rarkings, such as U.S. News & World Report, The Princeton Review, and
Forbes. Religious schools will also give students the freedom to celebrate their
spiritual life without the fear of being judged like in other schools.

As illustrated above, religious education can provide advantages well beyond a strong sense of
faith. Highly rated general academics, a community of friends, teachers and clergy with the
same moral base, and a stable environment in which to learn, grow and thrive all make for a
positive and inspiring school experience.
PLN - 26
2. A land to be better cultivated.



Based on stafistics from City of Richmond, approximately 4,993 ha of Richmond’s land base
(39%) of the city, is within the Agricultural L.and Reserve (ALR) but only 3,122 ha, 65%, is
farmed by 189 farms. The outlook of the land has remained relatively stable in the last 30 years.
From an economic perspective, a low turnover rate on the stock market could signal a worthless
company. In order to realize and maximize the potentials of our land, without interfering the
regular business that it serves, a religious school could be a resolution for a mutually beneficial
situation.

Last but not least, Lingyen Mourtain Temple is a non-profit religious organization looking to
till the unmet need of a Buddhist school in Canada. This would be a milestone to exhibit city

Richmond, as well as the country’s generosity and inclusiveness to embrace a multicuitural
society based on the ideology of liberalism, egalitarianism, love, and respect.

Address: 8-9051, Blundell Road, Richimond, B.C.

Phone: (778) 297-9930

Signature: é;/ZfL\/jj_
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February 18,2020

SQ Zhang
8031 Colonial Drive,
Richmond BC, V7C 5B7

Dear mayor and councilors of the city of Richmond:

[ am a resident of Richmond, Every Sunday 1 sent my son to Sunday School of Lin Yen Mountain Temple
Canada in order to get Buddha words of wisdom and hope my son to grow up with compassion and love
for the peaceful world and in the peaceful world.

And as for many families’ earnest expectations, Lin Yen Mountain Temple has planned to set up a
private school for elementary and high school in 2020, named Lin Yen Buddhist Academy, which is near
by the temple in No. 5 road. Parents are excited for the good news.

But recently It was heard that the No. 5 Road Backlands Policy will remove ‘school use’. | am wondering
whether this policy will effect on the setting-up of the academy? If the academy has to be cancelled, |
will feel so sad and | think many families feel the same.

Lin Yen Mountain Temple has been helping people in the spirit level by using Buddha'’s teaching to get
an insight into suffering, the end of suffering and get happiness for the past 20 years, and the future
academy also aims to help the next generation to be open, compassion and server for more people,
which has contributed and will contribute to our society a lot to protect the peace and resolve the

conflictions.

Lin Yen Mountain Temple is a non-profit organization, if the land can’t be for school use, it is difficult to
find a place and It will cost a lot to set up a school in Richmond. As you know, the land price is so high in

Richmond.

| hope that the backlands could be used for religious school purpose and help our society happier.
Thank all of you for the helping.
Sincerely,

sQ zhang ey A ~ /":

/l»\f RV 2/ A a.vvx}'(
/ o
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February 18,2020

Andrew Liu
8031 Colonial Drive,
Richmond BC, V7C 587

Dear mayor and councilors of the city of Richmond:

| am a resident of Richmond, | sent my son to Sunday School of Lin Yen Mountain Temple Canada in
order to get wisdom words and hope my son to grow up with compassion and love to contribute to the

society.

Recently | heard that the No. 5 Road Backlands Policy will remove ‘school use’. While Lin Yen Mountain
Temple has planned to set up a private school for elementary and high school in 2020, named Lin Yen
Buddhist Academy by using the temple’s land. Lin Yen Mountain Tempie is a non-profit organization, if
the land can’t be for school use, it is difficult to find a place and It will cost a lot to set up a school in
Richmond. As you know, the land price is so high.

Lin Yen Mountain Temple has been helping people in the spirit level by using Buddha'’s teaching to get

an insight into suffering and get happiness for the past 20 years, and the future academy also aims to
help the next generation to be open, compassion and server for more people, which increases the

verities of culture.

So, | hope that the backlands could be used for religious school purpose and help our society happier.
Thank all of you for the helping.
- Sincerely,

Andrew Liu
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Date: Feb. 22, 2020

Re: No. 5 Road Backland - Land Uéage motion to modify

Dear Mayor and Councillors of the City of Richmond,

I, Clara Jones, age 12, am a Richmond resident currently attending James
McKinney School. I would like to quote the Canadian Constitution upfront,

specifically, the Charter:

the Canadian Charter of Rights and Freedoms, 1982 (section 29) recdgnizes
specific rights of denominational (religious), separate or dissentient schools.

Therefore, 1 strongly oppose
the proposed removal of “school use” from the No. 5 Road Backlands. Because by

modifying the existing land use, my Constitutional right to seek alternative
education is negatively affected. There are hundreds peers like me now, and there
are many more further down the years. | have been attending Lingyen Mountain
Sunday school for years and this weekly practice allows me to stay true to my
ancestral root and culture. As a person who has learned many things about my own
culture through the studies at Lingyen Mountain Temple, | feel that it is also partly
my responsibillity to ensure that the education also reaches the younger kids and
teach them about our own culture and religion. As a loyal Richmond resident, I also
view that family values and cultural diversity are the BACKBONES of the city of
Richmond. By modifying current land use, un-necessary shadow is cast over this

harmonious and diversified section of the City.

The proposed changes will negatively affect Lingyen Mountain Temple and
other religious institutions on No. 5 Road, many of which are plénning to establish
religious schools. Lingyen Mountain Temple is a non-profit religious organization
looking to fill the unmet need of a Buddhist school in the city. The proposed
changes will have a detrimental impact on our vefforts and those of other religious

organizations.
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I, and my family, relatives and neighbors, respectfully to urge the Concil to
keep the No 5. Road Backlands usage, and allow it to include “school use” as

traditionally defined for daycare and kindergarten ‘through grade 12.

The undersigned understand and agree with the content of my letter, and by
providing. contact information and/or signing below, show their support to my
advocacy. Dear Council, I thank you for your time to review my request, and re-

consider the motion to chahge the pre-established land use.

Address: #3-5280 Williams Road Richmond
Phone: 604-330-6658
. (oA ' 3/1 0 iy
S'gnature:_": L?Mé{/ j-; (Clara Jones) = hi St 8 G‘fgyother Shi S. Zhong)
’% (Grandmother Jian I\/Fe1 Yuan) - same address |

M% (GrandfatherYan song Zhong) - same address

(Aunt Arica Zhong) - same address

_g_&a@ilz— (Uncle Simon H. Zhong) - same address

(Neighbor Taylor Wang) - #5 5280 Williams Road

(Neighbor Terry Wang) - #5 5280 Williams Road

(Family friend Zhenbao Guo) #1153 1 Williams Road. Richmond.
(Guiqging Wang) #1153 1 Williams Road. Richmond

_(Family friend Terry Guo with Wifé) #11531 Williamé Road. Richmand
(Family friend Erik Yan & Wife) 9080 Desmond Road. Richmond
(Family friend Jiali Lin) #2x8 8451 Westminster HWy

(Family friend Wei Zuo) #2x8 8451 Westminster Hwy
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Planning Committee — March 3, 2020

Correspondence

Item #7 - Education, Dormitory and Child Care Uses
in the No. 5 Road Backlands Policy Area

Received 651 Signatures in total on Monday, March
2, 2020 from Dharma Drum Mountain Buddhist

Association

Attached:
1 Form letter. 651 Signatures.

PLN - 34
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PETITION TO THE MAYOR AND COUNCILLORS OF
‘THE CITY OF RICHMOND

WHEREAS the City of Richmond has proposed changes to the Backlands Policy
Zoning Bylaws to restrict education, dormitory and child care uses along No. 5

Road;

AND WHEREAS the proposed bylaw changes will prevent the
Dharma Drum Mountain Buddhist Association from constructing an addition to
the existing dormitory building at the Dharma Drum temple at 8240 No. 5 Road;

AND WHEREAS this addition is urgently needed because the temple needs more
space for its resident monastics;

AND WHEREAS these changes will unfairly affect many other religious institutions
along No. 5 Road;

THEREFORE, we the undersigned, petition the City of Richmond to withdraw
these bylaw changes.

Enclosed in the packetare L& | signed petitions in a total of
51 pages.
TRow - DHARMA DRuM (MouNTazA BUPDHIST ACSOCI ATZON
8240 Np.5 RoAD  RICHMOND, pe VEY >v4

(Gea) 2T - B?T ,
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PETITION TO THE CITY OF RICHMOND

. WHEREAS the City of Richmond has proposed changes to the Backlands Policy Zoning Bylaws to restrict education,
dormitory and child care uses along No. 5 Road;

AND WHEREAS the proposed bylaw changes will prevent the Dharma Drum Mountain Buddhist Assaciation
from constructing an addition to the existing dormitory building at the Dharma Drum temple at 8240 No. 5 Road;

AND WHEREAS this addition is urgently needed because the temple needs more space for its resident monastics;
AND WHEREAS these changes will unfairly affect many other religious institutions along No. 5 Road;
THEREFORE, we the undersigned, petition the City of Richmond to withdraw these bylaw changes.

A AN SERE A Y

| Address

§200G7)ert /@/ Mm/ /

b A A
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Planning Committee — March 3, 2020

Correspondence

Item #7 - Education, Dormitory and Child Care Uses
in the No. 5 Road Backlands Policy Area

Received 797 Signatures in total on Monday, March
2, 2020 from St. Joseph The Worker

Attached:
1 Form letter. 797 Signatures.
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February 23, 2020

The Roman Catholic Ar;hdiocese of Vancouver,
4885 St, John Paul If Way,
Vancouver, BC V57 0G3

Attn: Sean O’Brien

Re: Petition from the Getieral Public in support of the No. 5 Road of the

HIGHWAY TO HEAVEN Religious Q,rganization members

Enclosed please find the petition from St. Joseph the Worker Parish-with 797
‘signed signatures from parishioners.

St. Joseph the Worker Parish

PLN - 38



To: The Mayor and Councillors of The City of Richmond.

Signed Petition from the General Public in support of the No. 5 Road HIGHWAY TO HEAVEN Religious ,
Organization members, the Roman Catholic Archdiocese of Vancouver, & Richmond Roa lec Qh!ﬁéaes:
1) ST. MONICA PARISH ~ 12011 Woodhead Road & No. 5 Road, L\
2) ST. PAUL PARISH - 8251 St. Albans Road,

3) 8T. JOSEPH THE WORKER PARISH — 4451 Williams Road,

4) CANADIAN MARTYRS CATHOLIC CHURCH - 5771 Granville Avenue,
5) RICHMOND EASTERN CATHOLIC CHURCH - 8700 Railway Avenue.

We, the undersigned, are strongly opposed to any proposed changes to the existing Backlands Policy Zoning
Bylaws {o restrict Religious School Use & Expansion along No. 5 Road also known as HIGHWAY TO HEAVEN.

The proposed zoning bylaws changes will affect the Roman Catholic Archdiocese of Vancouver from developing
a religious school on the land it owns on No. 5 Road Backlands; and will also affect the Development & Expansion
of existing Religious Schools on No. 5 Road Highway To Heaven members: Richmond Jewish Day School,
Az-Zahraa Islamic Academy, BC Muslim School, Richmond Christian School, and Cornerstone Christian Academy.

No. Name:  Address: __Phone Number: __ Sigoedy |
I lowa Covardana, WU | Senee sy K& oly by 2 gl P i
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Planning Committee — March 3, 2020

Correspondence

Item #7 - Education, Dormitory and Child Care Uses
in the No. 5 Road Backlands Policy Area

Received 1455 Signatures in total on Monday,
March 2, 2020 from St. Paul Parish Roman Catholic

Church

Attached:
1 Form letter. 1455 Signatures.
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To: The Mayor and Councillors of The City of Richmond.

Signed Petition from the General Public i support of the No. 8 Road HIGHWAY TO H MEN Refigious \
q Re maﬂmth@h@@?ﬂames

1} 8T7. MONICA PAR!SH $2011 W@odﬁead R@ad & No. & Road,

2) §T. PAUL PARISH - 8251 St. Albans Read, .

3) ST. JOSERH THE WORKER PARISH ~ 4451 Williams Road,

4) CANADIAN MARTYRS CATHOLIC CHURCH - 5774 Granviile Avenue,
5) RICHMOND EASTERN CATHOLIC CHURCH - 8700 Railway Avenus.

We, the undeesigned, are strongly opposéd to any propased changes fo the existing Backiands Paﬁcy Zoning
Bylaws to restrict Religioes School Use & Expansion along No. 5 Road aiso known as HIGHWAY TO HEAVEN,

The proposed zoning bylaws changes will affect the Roman Cathofic Archdiocese of Vancouver from developing
-a religious school on the land it owns on No. § Road Backiands; and will also affect the Development &
Expansion of existing Religious Schools ont No, § Road Highway To Heaven members: Richmond Jewish Day
Az-Zzhraa Istamic Academy, BC Mustim School, Richmond Christian School, and Comerstonie

Schaol,
Christian Acadamy. /
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Planning Committee — March 3, 2020

Correspondence

Item #7 - Education, Dormitory and Child Care Uses
in the No. 5 Road Backlands Policy Area

Received 1446 Signatures in total on Monday,
March 2, 2020 from Richmond Residents

Attached: |
1 Form letter. 1446 Signatures.
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MayorandCouncillors

From; Tom Leung <tomleung88@hotmail.com>

Sent: Sunday, 1 March 2020 23:45

To: MayorandCouncillors

Subject: Re: Petition 'to reject the removal of "school use" from the No. 5 Road Backlands policy’
Attachments: : To_reject_the_removal_of__scho-2020-03-02_06_37.pdf

Categories: - TO: MAYOR & EACH COUNCILLOR / FROM: CITY CLERK'S OFFICE

March 2 2020

Dear Mayor Brodie & Councillors,

Richmond City Council is considering a major policy change to disallow independent schools and child care facilities from
being build on No. 5 Road. It is a threat to parents’ freedom of choosing schools for their children according to their
faith & values and is against by many people in the city. | therefore started a petition ‘to reject the removal of “school
use” form the No. 5 Road Backlands policy as proposed by the City of Richmond’

Itis an online petition at https://www.citizengo.org/en/177248-reject-removal-school-use-no-5-road-backlands-policy-
proposed-city-richmond begins on Feb 24 2020 and tili Mar 2 2020 (actually mid-night on Feb 1 2020), it collected a
total of 1446 signatures and is attached for your review. We ask the City of Richmond NOT to consider any changes to

the current No. 5 Road Backlands Policy.

Sincerely,

Thomas Leung

Email: tomleung88@hotmail.com

Phone: 604.808.0782
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- Planning Committee — March 3, 2020

Correspondence

Item #7 - Education, DOrmitory and Child Care Uses
in the No. 5 Road Backlands Policy Area

Received 832 Signatures in total on Tuesday, March
3, 2020 from Canadian Martyrs Catholic Church

Attached:
1 Form letter. 832 Signatures.
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To: The Mayor and Councillors of The City of Richmond.

Signed Petition from the General Public in support of the No. 5 Road HIGHWAY TO HEAV = Ré 1211517 ot
Organization members, the Roman Catholic Archdiocese of Vancouver, & Richmond Rgnai)
1) 8T. MONICA PARISH ~ 12011 Woodhead Road & No. 5 Road,
2) ST. PAUL PARISH - 8251 St, Albans Road,
3) ST. JOSEPH THE WORKER PARISH - 4451 Williams Road,

/ 4) CANADIAN MARTYRS CATHOLIC CHURCH - 5771 Granville Avenue,
5) RICHMOND EASTERN CATHOLIC CHURCH — 8700 Railway Avenue.

372020 |

MAR

QN
We, the undersigned, are strongly opposed to any proposed changes to the existing B ~ :
Bylaws to restrict Rellglous School Use & Expansion along No. § Road also known as HIGHWA =
The proposed zoning bylaws changes will affect the Roman Catholic Archdiocese of Vancouver—from

a religious school on the land it owns on No. 5§ Road Backlands; and will also affect the Development & Expansmn
of existing Religious Schools on No. 5 Road Highway To Heaven members: Richmond Jewish Day School,
Az-Zahraa Islamic Academy, BC Muslim School, Richmond Christian School, and Cornerstone Christian Academy.
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Planning Committee — March 3, 2020

Correspondence

Item #7 - Education, Dormitory and Child Care Uses
in the No. 5 Road Backlands Policy Area

Received 536 Signatures in total on Tuesday, March
3, 2020 from St. Monica Parish & Eastern Catholic
Church

Attached:
1 Form letter. 536 Signatures.
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To:

Re:

Petitions From The General Public In Support Of The
No. 5 Road - HIGHWAY TO HEAVEN Religious
Organization Members, Schools, The Roman Catholic
Archdiocese of Vancouver, and The Richmond
- Roman Catholic Churches To Oppose Any No. 5 Road
Backlands Policy Zoning Bylaw Proposed Changes.

Signed Petition From:

The Richmond Roman Catholic Churches:

Pages: Sighed:
1) Saint Monica Parish 20 x25= 500

2) Saint Paul Parish 60 x 25 =1,500
3) Saint Joseph The Worker Parish 32x25= 800
4) Canadian Martyrs Catholic Church 34 x25= 850

5) Richmond Eastern Catholic Church +1 x25= 25
| Total = 147 x 25 =3,675

(ApproXimate Round-Up Numbers: +/- 25)

 Total Pages: 147
Total People Signed: 147 pages X 25/ page = 3,675
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Ta: The Mayor and Counciilors of The City of Richmond.

Signed Petition from the General Public in support of the No. § Road HIGHWAY TO HE

Organization membseys, $he Roman Cathali- Avshdmcese of Vancouver, & Richmong
/1) ST. MONICA PARISH - 12011 Woodhead Road & Nu..§ Road,

2) ST. PAUL PARISH ~ 8251 St. Albans Road,

3) 8T. JOSEPH THE WORKER PARISH -~ 4451 Williams Road,

4) CANADIAN MARTYRS CATHOLIC CHURCH - 5771 Granville Avenue,

5) RICHMOND EASTERN CATHOLIC CHURCH — 8700 Railway Avenue.

We, the undersigned, are strongly opposed fo any proposed changes to the existing Backlans ohcy Zoning
Bylaws to restrict Religious School Use & Expansion along No. 5 Road alse known as HIGHWAY TO HEAVEN.

The proposed zoning bylaws changes will affect the Roman Catholic Archdiocese of Vancouver from developing
a religious school on the land it owns on No. 5 Road Backlands; and will also affect the Development & Expansion
of existing Religious Schools on No. 5 Road Highway To Heaven members: Richmond Jewish Day School,
Az-Zahraa Islamic Academy, BC Muslim School, Richmond Christian School, and Cornerstone Christian Academny.
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Schedule 3 to the Minutes of the QN TABLE ITEM

Planning Committee meeting of 2 2020
Richmond City Council held on fﬂaggéinghﬁﬁ”‘ 2 202G

~ Tuesday, March 3, 2020. item: =7 = W&

<

Dear City of Richmond Staff and Councillors,

" L T
I, { ,ﬁ”’&»xi\»ﬁ’\¢1/i“ Sed i a resident of Richmond, British Columbia expressly reject the

removal of “school use” from the No. 5 Road Backlands policy as proposed by the City of Richmond’s
Planning Committee on December 3, 2019 and General Purpose Committee on January 7, 2020. The No 5.
Road Backlands policy must continue to include “school use” as traditionally defined as daycare, and

kindergarten through grade 12.

1 il
Address:
) r';‘ «j i gl = ;:{ “{‘: 2 ”:w:ﬁ
Phone: ,/%,f»/ 1 LA - Lan |
Signature: v
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Report to Committee

M. Lo s

b
, . ..nmond
To: Planning Committee Date: February 20, 2020
From: Kim Somerville File:  08-4057-05/2020-Vol
Director, Community Social Development 01
Re: Housing Agreement Bylaw No. 10118 to Permit the City of Richmond to

Secure Affordable Housing Units at 9680 Williams Road

Staff Recommendation

That Housing Agreement (9680 Williams Road) Bylaw No. 10118 be introduced and given first,
second and third readings to permit the City to enter into a Housing Agreement substantially in
the form attached hereto, in accordance with the requirements of section 483 of the Local
Government Act, to secure the Affordable Housing Units required by Rezoning Application RZ
15-715406.

Kim Somerville
Director, Community Social Development
(604-247-4671)

Att. 1

REPORT CONCURRENCE

ROUTED To: CONCURRENCE | CONCURRENCE OF GENERAL MANAGER

Law 4}
Development Applications 4] W
4 /

V
SENIOR STAFF REPORT REVIEW INTIALS: @DED BY EAO
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February 20, 2020 -2-

Staff Report
Origin

The purpose of this report is to recommend that City Council adopt Housing Agreement Bylaw
No. 10118 to secure at least 481.2 m? (5,180 ft?) or six affordable housing units in the proposed
development located at 9680 Williams Road (Attachment 1).

This report supports Council’s Strategic Plan 2018-2022 Strategic Focus Area #4 An Active and
Thriving Richmond:

An active and thriving community characterized by diverse social and wellness
programs, services and spaces that foster health and well-being for all.

This report supports Council’s Strategic Plan 2018-2022 Strategic Focus Area #6 Strategic and
Well-Planned Growth:

Leadership in effective and sustainable growth that supports Richmond’s physical and
social needs.

This report supports Social Development Strategy Goal #1: Enhance Social Equity and
Inclusion:

Strategic Direction #1: Expand Housing Choices

This report is also consistent with the Richmond Affordable Housing Strategy 2017-2027,
adopted on March 12, 2018, which specifies the creation of affordable rental housing units as a
key housing priority for the City.

Rezoning Application RZ 15-715406 was given second and third reading at the Public Hearing
on July 17, 2017 for the redevelopment of 9680 Williams Road. While the City’s Affordable
Housing Strategy and accompanying Policy Recommendations document typically requires a
cash-in-lieu contribution for townhouse developments, the provision of Low End Market Rental
Units instead of a cash-in-lieu contribution may be considered for additional density in
townhouse developments along arterial roads. In order to achieve this additional density, the
applicant has proposed six on-site affordable housing units. The registration of a Housing
Agreement and Housing Covenant are conditions of the Rezoning Application, which secures a
minimum of 15 per cent of the total floor area as affordable housing units with maximum rental
rates and tenant income as established by the City’s Affordable Housing Strategy.

It is recommended that the proposed Housing Agreement Bylaw for the subject development
(Bylaw No. 10118) be introduced and given first, second and third reading. Following adoption
of the Bylaw, the City will be able to execute the Housing Agreement and arrange for notice of
the agreement to be filed in the Land Title Office.

6402916 PLN - 55



February 20, 2020 -3-

Analysis

The subject development application involves the development of approximately 28 residential
units including six affordable rental housing units. The six affordable housing units proposed
represent approximately 15 per cent of the total residential floor area. Four of these units will be
family-friendly, three-bedroom units and the remaining two units will be one-bedroom units. The
six affordable housing units will be located in the north-east corner of the development.

The affordable housing units anticipated to be delivered are as follows:

Affordable Housing Strategy Requirements Project Targets
Unit Type Min. Unit Area Monm;'umt l-ll-gt:asle“lnua))l(d # of Units
Rent* Income*
1-BR 45 m?2 (480 ft?) $975 $38,250 or less 2
3-BR 91m?2 (980 ft2) $1,480 $58,050 or less 4
TOTAL 481.2 m? (5,180 ft?) Varies Varies 6

*To be adjusted annually based on the terms of the Housing Agreement.

The Housing Agreement restricts the annual household incomes and maximum rents for eligible
occupants and specifies that the units must be made available at affordable rental housing rates in
perpetuity. The Agreement includes provisions for annual adjustment of the maximum annual
housing incomes and rental rates in accordance with City requirements. In addition, the
Agreement restricts the owner from imposing any age-based restrictions on the tenants of the
affordable housing units.

The Agreement specifies that occupants of the affordable rental housing units shall have
unlimited access to all required residential outdoor amenity spaces as well as all required
affordable housing parking spaces and associated shared facilities (e.g. visitor parking and bike
storage) in the development. Affordable housing tenants will not be charged any additional costs
over and above their rent (i.e. move in/move out or parking fees). In order to ensure that the
Owner is managing the affordable housing units according to the terms outlined in the Housing
Agreement, the Agreement permits the City to conduct a statutory declaration process no more
than once a year. Should the owner choose to sell the affordable housing units, the Housing
Agreement requires that all six units be sold to a single owner.

The applicant has agreed to the terms and conditions of the Housing Agreement and to register
notice of the Housing Agreement on title to secure the six affordable rental units.

Financial Impact
None.
Conclusion

In accordance with the Local Government Act (Section 483), adoption of Bylaw No. 10118 is
required to permit the City to enter into a Housing Agreement. Together with the Housing
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February 20, 2020 -4 -

Covenant, this will act to secure six affordable rental units that are proposed in association with
Rezoning Application RZ 15-715406.

Cody Spencer
Program Manager, Affordable Housing
(604-247-4916)

Att. 1: Map of 9680 Williams Road
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, City of
. Richmond Bylaw 10118

Housing Agreement (9680 Williams Road)
Bylaw No. 10118

The Council of the City of Richmond enacts as follows:
1. The Mayor and City Clerk for the City of Richmond are authorized to execute and deliver a
housing agreement, substantially in the form set out as Schedule A to this Bylaw, with the

owner of the lands legally described as:

PID: 030-527-562 Lot 1 Section 34 Block 4 North Range 6 West New Westminster
District Plan EPP81018

2. This Bylaw is cited as Housing Agreement (9680 Williams Road) Bylaw No. 10118.

FIRST READING RICHMOND
APPROVED
SECOND READING for sontent by
dept.
THIRD READING
APPROVED
for legality
ADOPTED by Solicitor
MAYOR CORPORATE OFFICER

PLN - 58
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Bylaw 10118 Page 2

Schedule A
To Housing Agreement (9680 Williams Road) Bylaw No. 10118.

HOUSING AGREEMENT BETWEEN SIAN GROUP INVESTMENTS INC. (INC. NO.
BC0739831) AND THE CITY OF RICHMOND

PLN - 59
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HOUSING AGREEMENT
(Section 483, Local Government Act)

|
THIS AGREEMENT is dated for reference the 7- day of Fear , 2020
BETWEEN:

SIAN GROUP INVESTMENTS INC. (Inc. No. BC0739831), a
company duly incorporated under the laws of the Province of British
Columbia and having its registered office at #6979 Victoria Drive,
Vancouver, BC V5P 3Y7

(the “Owner”)

CITY OF RICHMOND, a municipal corporation pursuant to the Local
Government Act and having its offices at 6911 No. 3 Road, Richmond,
BC V6Y 2C1

(the "City")
WHEREAS:

A. Section 483 of the Local Government Act permits the City to enter into and, by legal notation on
title, note on title to lands, housing agreements which may include, without limitation, conditions
in respect to the form of tenure of housing units, availability of housing units to classes of
persons, administration of housing units and rent which may be charged for housing units;

B. The Owner is the registered and beneficial owner of the Lands (as hereinafter defined); and

C. The Owner and the City wish to enter into this Agreement (as herein defined) to provide for
affordable housing on the terms and conditions set out in this Agreement.

NOW THEREFORE in consideration of $10.00 and other good and valuable consideration (the receipt
and sufficiency of which is acknowledged by both parties), and in consideration of the promises
exchanged below, the Owner and the City covenant and agree as follows:

ARTICLE 1
DEFINITIONS AND INTERPRETATION

1.1 In this Agreement the following words have the following meanings:

(a) “Affordable Housing Strategy” means the Richmond Affordable Housing Strategy
approved by the City on March 12, 2018, and containing a number of recommendations,
policies, directions, priorities, definitions and annual targets for affordable housing, as
may be amended or replaced from time to time;

(b) “Affordable Housing Unit” means a Dwelling Unit or Dwelling Units designated as
such in accordance with a building permit and/or development permit issued by the City

Housing Agrecment (Section 483 Local Gavernment Act) (AfTordable Housing)
9680 Williams Road
Application Nos. RZ 15-715406, DP 18-797785, Housing Agreement Bylaw 10118
6405141.2
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Page 2

and/or, if applicable, in accordance with any rezoning consideration applicable to the
development on the Lands and includes, without limiting the generality of the foregoing,
the Dwelling Unit charged by this Agreement;

“Agreement” means this agreement together with all schedules, attachments and priority
agreements attached hereto,

“Building” means any building constructed, or to be constructed, on the Lands, or a
portion thereof, including each air space parcel into which the Lands may be Subdivided
from time to time. For greater certainty, each air space parcel will be a Building for the
purpose of this Agreement;

“Building Permit” means the building permit authorizing construction on the Lands, or
any portion(s) thereof;

“City” means the City of Richmond;

“City Solicitor” means the individual appointed from time to time to be the City Solicitor
of the Law Division of the City, or his or her designate;

“Common Amenities” means all indoor and outdoor areas, recreational facilities and
amenities thal are designated for common use of all residential occupants of the
Development, or all Tenants of Affordable Housing Units in the Development, through
the Development Permit process, including without limitation visitor parking, the
required affordable housing parking and electric vehicle charging stations, loading bays,
bicycle storage, fitness facilities, outdoor recreation facilities, and related access routes;

“CPI” means the All-Items Consumer Price Index for Vancouver, B.C. published from
time to time by Statistics Canada, or its successor in function;

“Daily Amount” means $100.00 per day as of January 1, 2020 adjusted annually
thereafter by adding thereto an amount calculated by multiplying $100.00 by the
percentage change in the CPI since January 1, 2020, to January 1 of the year that a
written notice is delivered to the Owner by the City pursuant to Section 6.1 of this
Agreement. In the absence of obvious error or mistake, any calculation by the City of the
Daily Amount in any particular year shall be final and conclusive;

“Development” means the residential commercial development to be constructed on the
Lands;

“Development Permit” means the development permit authorizing development on the
Lands, or any portion(s) thereof;

“Director of Community Social Development” means the individual appointed to be
the Director, Community Social Development from time to time of the Planning and
Development Division of the City and his or her designate;

“Director of Development” means the individual appointed to be the chief administrator
from time to time of the Development Applications Department of the City and his or her
designate;
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“Dwelling Unit” means a residential dwelling unit or units located or to be located on the
Lands whether those dwelling units are lots, strata lots or parcels, or parts or portions
thereof, and includes single family detached dwellings, duplexes, townhouses, auxiliary
residential dwelling units, rental apartments and strata lots in a building strata plan and
includes, where the context permits, an Affordable Housing Unit;

“Eligible Tenant” means a Family having a cumulative annual income of:
(i) in respect to a one-bedroom unit, $38,250.00 or less;
(ii) in respect to a three or more bedroom unit, $58,050.00 or less

provided that, commencing January |, 2020, the annual incomes set-out above shall be
adjusted annually on January 1% of each year this Agreement is in force and effect, by a
percentage equal to the percentage of the increase in the CPI for the period January 1 to
December 31 of the immediately preceding calendar year, If there is a decrease in the
CPI for the period January 1 to December 31 of the immediately preceding calendar year,
the annual incomes set-out above for the subsequent year shall remain unchanged from
the previous year. In the absence of obvious error or mistake, any calculation by the City
of an Eligible Tenant’s permitted income in any particular year shall be final and
conclusive;

“Family” means:
(i) a person;
(ii) two or more persons related by blood, marriage or adoption; or

(iii)  a group of not more than 6 persons who are not related by blood, marriage or
adoption

“GST” means the Goods and Services Tax levied pursuant to the Excise Tax Act, R.S.C,,
1985, c. E-15, as may be replaced or amended from time to time;

“Housing Covenant” means the agreements, covenants and charges granted by the
Owner to the City (which includes covenants pursuant to Section 219 of the Land Title
Act) charging the Lands from time to time, in respect to the use and transfer of the
Affordable Housing Units;

“Interpretation Act’ means the Interpretation Act, R.S.B.C. 1996, Chapter 238, together
with all amendments thereto and replacements thereof;

“Iand Title Act” means the Land Title Act, R.S.B.C. 1996, Chapter 250, together with all
amendments thereto and replacements thereof;

“Lands” means certain lands and premises legally described as PID: 030-527-562, Lot 1
Section 34 Block 4 North Range 6 West New Westminster District Plan EPP81018, as
may be Subdivided from time to time, and including a Building or a portion of a
Building;
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“Local Government Act” means the Local Government Act, R.S.B.C. 2015, Chapter 1,
together with all amendments thereto and replacements thereof;

“LTO” means the New Westminster Land Title Office or its successor;

“Owner” means the party described on page 1 of this Agreement as the Owner and any
subsequent owner of the Lands or of any part into which the Lands are Subdivided, and
includes any person who is a registered owner in fee simple of an Affordable Housing
Unit from time to time;

“Permitted Rent” means no greater than:
() $975.00 (exclusive of GST) a month for a one-bedroom unit;
(ii) $1,480.00 (exclusive of GST) a month for a three (or more) bedroom unit,

provided that, commencing January 1, 2020, the rents set-out above shall be adjusted
annually on January 17 of each year this Agreement is in force and effect, by a percentage
equal to the percentage of the increase in the CPI for the period January 1 to December
31 of the immediately preceding calendar year. In the event that, in applying the values
set-out above, the rental increase is at any time greater than the rental increase permitted
by the Residential Tenancy Act, then the increase will be reduced to the maximum
amount permitted by the Residential Tenancy Act. If there is a decrease in the CPI for the
period January ! to December 31 of the immediately preceding calendar year, the
permitted rents set-out above for the subsequent year shall remain unchanged from the
previous year. In the absence of obvious error or mistake, any calculation by the City of
the Permitted Rent in any particular year shall be final and conclusive;

“Real Estate Development Marketing Act’ means the Real Estate Development
Marketing Act, S.B.C. 2004, Chapter 41, together with all amendments thereto and
replacements thereof;

“Residential Tenancy Act’ means the Residential Tenancy Act, S.B.C. 2002, Chapter 78,
together with all amendments thereto and replacements thereof;,

“Strata Property Act” means the Strata Property Act S.B.C. 1998, Chapter 43, together
with all amendments thereto and replacements thereof;

“Subdivide” means to divide, apportion, consolidate or subdivide the Lands, or the
ownership or right to possession or occupation of the Lands into two or more lots, strata
lots, parcels, parts, portions or shares, whether by plan, descriptive words or otherwise,
under the Land Title Act, the Strata Praperty Act, or otherwise, and includes the creation,
conversion, organization or development of “cooperative interests” or “shared interest in
land” as defined in the Real Estate Development Marketing Act,

“Tenmancy Agreement” means a tenancy agreement, lease, license or other agreement
granting rights to occupy an Affordable Housing Unit; and

“Tenant” means an occupant of an Affordable Housing Unit by way of a Tenancy
Agreement.
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reference to the singular includes a reference to the plural, and vice versa, unless the
context requires otherwise;

article and section headings have been inserted for ease of reference only and are not to
be used in interpreting this Agreement;

if a word or expression is defined in this Agreement, other parts of speech and
grammatical forms of the same word or expression have corresponding meanings;

reference to any enactment includes any regulations, orders or directives made under the
authority of that enactment;

any reference to any enactment is to the enactment in force on the date the Owner signs
this Agreement, and to subsequent amendments to or replacements of the enactment;

the provisions of Section 25 of the Interpretation Act with respect to the calculation of
time apply;

time is of the essence;
all provisions are to be interpreted as always speaking;

reference to a "party" is a reference to a party to this Agreement and to that party’s
respective successors, assigns, trustees, administrators and receivers. Wherever the
context so requires, reference to a “party” also includes an Eligible Tenant, agent, officer
and invitee of the party;

reference to a "day", "month", "quarter" or "year" is a reference to a calendar day,
calendar month, calendar quarter or calendar year, as the case may be, unless otherwise
expressly provided;

where the word "including" is followed by a list, the contents of the list are not intended
to circumscribe the generality of the expression preceding the word "including"; and

the terms “shall” and “will” are used interchangeably and both will be interpreted to
express an obligation. The term “may” will be interpreted to express a permissible
action,

ARTICLE 2
USE AND OCCUPANCY OF AFFORDABLE HOUSING UNITS

The Owner agrees that each Affordable Housing Unit may only be used as a permanent residence
occupied by one Eligible Tenant. An Affordable Housing Unit must not be occupied by the
Owner, the Owner’s family members (unless the Owner’s family members qualify as Eligible
Tenants), or any tenant or guest of the Owner, other than an Eligible Tenant. For the purposes of
this Article, “permanent residence” means that the Affordable Housing Unit is used as the usual,
main, regular, habitual, principal residence, abode or home of the Eligible Tenant,
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Within 30 days after receiving notice from the City, the Owner must, in respect of each
Affordable Housing Unit, provide to the City a statutory declaration, substantially in the form
(with, in the City Solicitor’s discretion, such further amendments or additions as deemed
necessary) attached as Schedule A, sworn by the Owner, containing all of the information
required to complete the statutory declaration. The City may request such statutory declaration in
respect to each Affordable Housing Unit no more than once in any calendar year; provided,
however, notwithstanding that the Owner may have already provided such statutory declaration in
the particular calendar year, the City may request and the Owner shall provide to the City such
further statutory declarations as requested by the City in respect to an Affordable Housing Unit if,
in the City’s absolute determination, the City believes that the Owner is in breach of any of its
obligations under this Agreement.

The Owner hereby irrevocably authorizes the City to make such inquiries as it considers
necessary in order to confirm that the Owner is complying with this Agreement.

The Owner agrees that notwithstanding that the Owner may otherwise be entitled, the Owner will
not:

(a) be issued with a Development Permit unless the Development Permit includes the
Affordable Housing Units;

) be issued with a Building Permit unless the Building Permit includes the Affordable
Housing Units; and

(c) occupy, nor permit any person to occupy any Dwelling Unit or any portion of any
building, in part or in whole, constructed on the Lands and the City will not be obligated
to permit final or provisional occupancy of any Dwelling Unit or building constructed on
the Lands until all of the following conditions are satisfied:

() the Affordable Housing Units and related uses and areas have been constructed in
accordance with this Agreement, the Housing Covenant, the Development
Permit, the Building Permit, and any applicable City bylaws, rules or policies, to
the satisfaction of the City;

(ii) the Affordable Housing Units have received final building permit inspection
granting provisional or final occupancy of the Affordable Housing Units; and

(i)  the Owner is no otherwise in breach of any of its obligations under this
Agreement or any other agreement between the City and the Ownmer in
connection with the Affordable Housing Units, the Affordable Housing Parking
Spaces, and any shared indoor or outdoor amenities.

ARTICLE 3
DISPOSITION AND ACQUISITION OF AFFORDABLE HOUSING UNITS

The Owner will not permit an Affordable Housing Unit to be subleased, or the Affordable
Housing Unit Tenancy Agreement to be assigned, except as required under the Residential
Tenancy Act.

Housing Agreement (Section 483 Local Government Act) (Affordable Housing)
9680 Williams Road
Application Nos. RZ 15-715406, DP 18-797785

PLN - 65



3.2

3.3

34

6405141

Page 7

The Owner will not permit an Affordable Housing Unit to be used for short term rental purposes
(being rentals for periods shorter than 30 days), or any other purposes that do not constitute a
“permanent residence” of a Tenant or an Eligible Tenant,

If this Housing Agreement encumbers more than one Affordable Housing Unit, the following will
apply:

(a) the Owner will not, without the prior written consent of the City, sell or transfer less than
all of the Affordable Housing Units on the Lands in a single or related series of
transactions, with the result that when the purchaser or transferee of the Affordable
Housing Units becomes the owner, the purchaser or transferee will be the legal and
beneficial owner of not less than all of the Affordable Housing Units on the Lands;

(b) if the Development contains one or more air space parcels, each air space parcel and the
remainder will be a “building” for the purpose of this Section 3.3; and

(©) the Lands will not be Subdivided such that one or more Affordable Housing Units form
their own air space parcel, separate from other Dwelling Units, without the prior written
consent of the City,

Subject to the requirements of the Residential Tenancy Act, the Owner will ensure that each
Tenancy Agreement:

(a) includes the following provision:

“By entering into this Tenancy Agreement, the Tenant hereby consents and agrees to the
collection of the below-listed personal information by the Landlord and/or any operator or
manager engaged by the Landlord and the disclosure by the Landlord and/or any operator or
manager engaged by the Landlord to the City of Richmond (the “City") and/or the Landlord, as
the case may be, of the following personal information which information will be used by the
City to verify and ensure compliance by the Owner with the City’s strategy, policies and
requirements with respect to the provision and administration of affordable housing within the
municipality and for no other purpose, each month during the Tenant’s occupation of the
Affordable Housing Unit:

(i) the number of occupants of the Affordable Housing Unit;

(ii) the number of occupants of the Affordable Housing Unit 18 years of age and
under;

(i)  the number of occupants of the Affordable Housing Unit 55 years of age and
over;

(iv)  a statement of before tax employment income for all occupants 19 years of age
and over;

W) a statement of before tax income for any income other than employment income
for all occupants 19 years of age and over; and

(vi)  total annual before tax income of all occupants 19 years and over;
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(b) defines the term “Landlord” as the Owner of the Affordable Housing Unit; and

(©) includes a provision requiring the Tenant and each permitted occupant of the Affordable
Housing Unit to comply with this Agreement.

If the Owner sells or transfers any Affordable Housing Units, the Owner will notify the City
Solicitor of the sale or transfer within three (3) days of the effective date of sale or transfer.

The Owner must not rent, lease, license or otherwise permit occupancy of any Affordable
Housing Unit except to an Eligible Tenant and except in accordance with the following additional
conditions:

(a) the Affordable Housing Unit will be used or occupied only pursuant to a Tenancy
Agreement;

) the monthly rent payable for the Affordable Housing Unit will not exceed the Permitted
Rent applicable to that class of Affordable Housing Unit;

(© the Owner will allow the Tenant and any permitted occupant and visitor to have full
access to and use and enjoy all Common Amenities in the Development and will not
Subdivide the Lands unless all easements and rights of way are in place to secure such
use;

()] the Owner will not require the Tenant or any permitted occupant to pay any of the
following;

@) move-in/move-out fees;

(i1) strata fees;

(iii)  strata property contingency reserve fees;

(iv)  extra charges or fees for use of any Common Amenities, common property,
limited common property, or other common areas, facilities or amenities,
including without limitation parking, bicycle storage, electric vehicle charging
stations or related facilities;

W) extra charged for the 1ise of sanitary sewer, storm sewer, or water; or

(vi)  property or similar tax;

provided, however, that if the Affordable Housing Unit is a strata unit and the following

costs are not part of strata or similar fees, an Owner may charge the Tenant the Owner’s

cost, if any, of:

(vii) providing cable television, telephone, other telecommunications, or electricity

fees (including electricity fees and charges associated with the Tenant’s use of
electrical vehicle charging infrastructure); and
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(viii)  installing electric vehicle charging infrastructure (in excess of that pre-installed
by the Owner at the time of construction of the Development), by or on behalf of
the Tenant;

the Owner will attach a copy of this Agreement to every Tenancy Agreement;

the Owner will include in the Tenancy Agreement a clause requiring the Tenant and each
permitted occupant of the Affordable Housing Unit to comply with this Agreement;

the Owner will include in the Tenancy Agreement a clause entitling the Owner to
terminate the Tenancy Agreement if:

@) an Affordable Housing Unit is occupied by a person or persons other than an
Eligible Tenant;

(ii) the annual income of an Eligible Tenant rises above the applicable maximum
amount specified in subsection 1.1(p) of this Agreement;

(iii)  the Affordable Housing Unit is occupied by more than the number of people the
City determines can reside in the Affordable Housing Unit given the number and
size of bedrooms in the Affordable Housing Unit and in light of any relevant
standards set by the City in any bylaws of the City;

(iv)  the Affordable Housing Unit remains vacant for three (3) consecutive months or
longer, notwithstanding the timely payment of rent; and/or

V) the Tenant subleases the Affordable Housing Unit or assigns the Tenancy
Agreement in whole or in part,

and in the case of each breach, the Owner hereby agrees with the City to forthwith
provide to the Tenant a notice of termination. Except for subsection 3.6(g)(ii) of this
Agreement [Termination of Tenancy Agreement if Annual Income of Tenant rises above
amount prescribed in subsection 1.1(p) of this Agreement], the notice of termination shall
provide that the termination of the tenancy shall be effective 30 days following the date
of the notice of termination. In respect to subsection 3.6(g)(ii) of this Agreement,
termination shall be effective on the day that is six (6) months following the date that the
Owner provided the notice of termination to the Tenant;

the Tenancy Agreement will identify all occupants of the Affordable Housing Unit and
will stipulate that anyone not identified in the Tenancy Agreement will be prohibited
from residing at the Affordable Housing Unit for more than 30 consecutive days or more
than 45 days total in any calendar year; and

the Owner will forthwith deliver a certified true copy of the Tenancy Agreement to the
City upon demand.

If the Owner has terminated the Tenancy Agreement, then the Owner shall use best efforts to
cause the Tenant and all other persons that may be in occupation of the Affordable Housing Unit
to vacate the Affordable Housing Unit on or before the effective date of termination.
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The Owner shall not impose any age-based restrictions on Tenants of Affordable Housing Units,
unless expressly permitted by the City in writing in advance.

ARTICLE 4
DEMOLITION OF AFFORDABLE HOUSING UNIT

The Owner will not demolish an Affordable Housing Unit unless:

(a) the Owner has obtained the written opinion of a professional engineer or architect who is
at arm’s length to the Owner that it is no longer reasonable or practical to repair or
replace any structural component of the Affordable Housing Unit, and the Owner has
delivered to the City a copy of the engineer’s or architect’s report; or

b) the Affordable Housing Unit is damaged or destroyed, to the extent of 40% or more of its
value above its foundations, as determined by the City in its sole discretion,

and, in each case, a demolition permit for the Affordable Housing Unit has been issued by the
City and the Affordable Housing Unit has been demolished under that permit.

Following demolition, the Owner will use and occupy any replacement Dwelling Unit in compliance
with this Agreement and the Housing Covenant both of which will apply to any replacement
Dwelling Unit to the same extent and in the same manner as those agreements apply to the original
Dwelling Unit, and the Dwelling Unit must be approved by the City as an Affordable Housing Unit
in accordance with this Agreement.

ARTICLE 5
STRATA CORPORATION BYLAWS

This Agreement will be binding upon all strata corporations created upon the strata title
Subdivision of the Lands or any Subdivided parcel of the Lands.

Any strata corporation bylaw which prevents, restricts or abridges the right to use the Affordable
Housing Units as rental accommodation, or imposes age-based restrictions on Tenants of
Affordable Housing Units, will have no force and effect, unless expressly approved by the City in
writing in advance.

No strata corporation shall pass any bylaws preventing, restricting or abridging the use of the
Affordable Housing Units as rental accommodation.

No strata corporation shall pass any bylaw or approve any levies which would result in only the
Owner or the Tenant ot any other permitted occupant of an Affordable Housing Unit (and not
include all the owners, tenants, or any other permitted occupants of all the strata lots in the applicable
strata plan which are not Affordable Housing Units) paying any extra charges or fees for the use of
any Common Amenities, common property, limited common property or other common areas,
facilities, or indoor or outdoor amenities of the strata corporation contrary to subsection 3.6(d).

No strata corporation shall pass any bylaws or approve any levies, charges or fees which would result
in the Owner or the Tenant or any other permitted occupant of an Affordable Housing Unit paying
for the use of parking, bicycle storage, electric vehicle charging stations or related facilities
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contrary to subsection 3.6(d). Notwithstanding the foregoing, the strata corporation may levy such
parking, bicycle storage, electric vehicle charging stations or other related facilities charges or fees
on all the other owners, tenants, any other permitted occupants or visitors of all the strata lots in the
applicable strata plan which are not Affordable Housing Units.

The strata corporation shall not pass any bylaw or make any rule which would restrict the Owner
or the Tenant or any other permitted occupant of an Affordable Housing Unit from using and
enjoying any Common Amenities, common property, limited common property or other common
areas, facilities or amenities of the strata corporation except on the same basis that govemns the use
and enjoyment of these facilities by all the owners, tenants, or any other permitted occupants of all
the strata lots in the applicable strata plan.

ARTICLE 6
DEFAULT AND REMEDIES

The Owner agrees that, in addition to any other remedies available to the City under this
Agreement or the Housing Covenant or at law or in equity, if:

(a) an Affordable Housing Unit is used or occupied in breach of this Agreement;
(b) an Affordable Housing Unit is rented at a rate in excess of the Permitted Rent;

(c) the Owner is otherwise in breach of any of its obligations under this Agreement or the
Housing Covenant,

then the Owner will pay the Daily Amount to the City for every day that the breach continues
after ten days written notice from the City to the Ownex stating the particulars of the breach. For
greater certainty, the City is not entitled to give written notice with respect to any breach of the
Agreement until any applicable cure period, if any, has expired. The Daily Amount is due and
payable five (5) business days following receipt by the Owner of an invoice from the City for the
same.

The Owner acknowledges and agrees that a default by the Owner of any of its promises,

covenants, representations or warranties set-out in the Housing Covenant shall also constitute a
default under this Agreement.

ARTICLE 7
MISCELLANEOUS

Housing Agreement
The Owner acknowledges and agrees that:

(a) this Agreement includes a housing agreement entered into under Section 483 of the Local
Government Act;

(b) where an Affordable Housing Unit is a separate legal parcel the City may file notice of
this Agreement in the LTO against the title to the Affordable Housing Unit and, in the
case of a strata corporation, may note this Agreement on the common property sheet; and
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(c) where the Lands have not yet been Subdivided to create the separate parcels to be
charged by this Agreement, the City may file a notice of this Agreement in the LTO
against the title to the Lands. If this Agreement is filed in the LTO as a notice under
Section 483 of the Local Government Act prior to the Lands having been Subdivided,
then after the Lands are Subdivided, this Agreement will secure only the legal parcels
which contain the Affordable Housing Units.

The City will partially discharge this Agreement accordingly, provided however that:

@) the City has no obligation to execute such discharge until a written request
therefor from the Owners is received by the City, which request includes the
registrable form of discharge;

(ii) the cost of the preparation of the aforesaid discharge, and the cost of registration
of the same in the Land Title Office is paid by the Owners;

(iii)  the City has a reasonable time within which to execute the discharge and return
the same to the Owners for registration; and

(iv)  the Owners acknowledge that such discharge is without prejudice to the
indemnity and release set forth in Section 7.5.

The Owner acknowledges and agrees that notwithstanding a partial discharge of this
Agreement, this Agreement will be and remain in full force and effect and, but for the
partial discharge, otherwise unamended.

No Compensation

The Owner acknowledges and agrees that no compensation is payable, and the Owner is not
entitled to and will not claim any compensation from the City, for any decrease in the market
value of the Lands or for any obligations on the part of the Owner and its successors in title which
at any time may result directly or indirectly from the operation of this Agreement.

Modification

Subject to Section 7.1 of this Agreement, this Agreement may be modified or amended from time
to time, by consent of the Owner and a bylaw duly passed by the Council of the City and
thereafter if it is signed by the City and the Owner.

Management

The Owner covenants and agrees that it will furnish good and efficient management of the
Affordable Housing Units and will permit representatives of the City to inspect the Affordable
Housing Units at any reasonable time, subject to the notice provisions in the Residential Tenancy
Act. The Owner further covenants and agrees that it will maintain the Affordable Housing Units
in a good state of repair and fit for habitation and will comply with all laws, including health and
safety standards applicable to the Lands. Notwithstanding the foregoing, the Owner
acknowledges and agrees that the City, in its absolute discretion, may require the Owner, at the
Owner'’s expense, to hire a person or company with the skill and expertise to manage the
Affordable Housing Units.
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Indemnity

The Owner will indemnify and save harmless the City and each of its elected officials, officers,
directors, and agents, and their heirs, executors, administrators, personal representatives,
successors and assigns, from and against all claims, demands, actions, loss, damage, costs and
liabilities, which all or any of them will or may be liable for or suffer or incur or be put to by
reason of or arising out of:

(a) any negligent act or omission of the Owner, or its officers, directors, agents, contractors
or other persons for whom at law the Owner is responsible relating to this Agreement;

(b) the City refusing to issue a development permit, building permit or refusing to permit
occupancy of any Building, or any portion thereof, constructed on the Lands, arising out
of or in connection, directly or indirectly, or that would not or could not have occurred
“but for” this Agreement;

(c) the construction, maintenance, repair, ownership, lease, license, operation, management
or financing of the Lands or any Affordable Housing Unit or the enforcement of any
Tenancy Agreement; and/or

d) without limitation, any legal or equitable wrong on the part of the Owner or any breach of
this Agreement by the Qwner.

Release

The Owner hereby releases and forever discharges the City and each of its elected officials,
officers, directors, and agents, and its and their heirs, executors, administrators, personal
representatives, successors and assigns, from and against all claims, demands, damages, actions,
or causes of action by reason of or arising out of or which would or could not occur but for the:

(a) construction, maintenance, repair, ownership, lease, license, operation or management of
the Lands or any Affordable Housing Unit under this Agreement;

(b) the City refusing to issue a development permit, building permit or refusing to permit
occupancy of any Building, or any portion thereof, constructed on the Lands arising out
of or in connection, directly or indirectly, or that would not or could not have occurred
“but for” this Agreement; and/or

(©) the exercise by the City of any of its rights under this Agreement or an enactment.

Survival

The obligations of the Owner set out in this Agreement, including but not limited to Sections 7.5
and 7.6, will survive termination or discharge of this Agreement.
Priority

The Owner will do everything necessary, at the Owner’s expense, to ensure that this Agreement,
if required by the City Solicitor, will be noted against title to the Lands in priority to all financial
charges and encumbrances which may have been registered or are pending registration against

Housing Agreement (Section 483 Local Guvernment Act) (Affordsble Housing)
9680 Williams Road
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title to the Lands save and except those specifically approved in advance in writing by the City
Solicitor or in favour of the City, and that a notice under Section 483(5) of the Local Government
Act will be filed on the title to the Lands.

City’s Powers Unaffected

This Agreement does not:

(a) affect or limit the discretion, rights, duties or powers of the City under any enactment or
at common law, including in relation to the use or subdivision of the Lands;

(b) impose on the City any legal duty or obligation, including any duty of care or contractual
or other legal duty or obligation, to enforce this Agreement;

(©) affect or limit any enactment relating to the use or subdivision of the Lands; or

(@) relieve the Owner from complying with any enactment, including in relation to the use or
subdivision of the Lands.

Agreement for Benefit of City Only

The Owner and the City agree that:
(a) this Agreement is entered into only for the benefit of the City;

(b) this Agreement is not intended to protect the interests of the Owner, any Tenant, or any
future owner, lessee, occupier or user of the Lands or the building or any portion thereof,
including any Affordable Housing Unit; and

(c) the City may at any time execute a release and discharge of this Agreement, without
liability to anyone for doing so, and without obtaining the consent of the Owner.

No Public Law Duty

Where the City is required or permitted by this Agreement to form an opinion, exercise a
discretion, express satisfaction, make & determination or give its consent, the Owner agrees that
the City is under no public law duty of fairness or natural justice in that regard and agrees that the
City may do any of those things in the same manner as if it were a private party and not a public
body.

Notice
Any notice required to be served or given to a party herein pursuant to this Agreement will be

sufficiently served or given if delivered, to the postal address of the Owner set out in the records
at the LTO, and in the case of the City to:

Housing Agreement (Section 483 Locul Government Act) (Affordable Housing)
9680 Williams Road
Application Nos, RZ 15-715406, DP 18-797785
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City of Richmond
6911 No. 3 Road
Richmond, B.C., V6Y 2Cl

Attention: City Clerk
Fax: 604 276-5139

with a copy to the City Solicitor,

or to the most recent postal address provided in a written notice given by each of the parties to the
other. Any notice which is delivered is to be considered to have been given on the first day after it is
dispatched for delivery.

Enuring Effect

This Agreement will extend to and be binding upon and enure to the benefit of the parties hereto
and their respective successors and permitted assigns.

Severability

If any provision of this Agreement is found to be invalid or unenforceable, such provision or any
part thereof will be severed from this Agreement and the resultant remainder of this Agreement
will remain in full force and effect.

Waiver

All remedies of the City will be cumulative and may be exercised by the City in any order or
concurrently in case of any breach and each remedy may be exercised any number of times with
respect to each breach. Waiver of or delay in the City exercising any or all remedies will not
prevent the later exercise of any remedy for the same breach or any similar or different breach.

Sole Agreement

This Agreement, and any documents signed by the Owners contemplated by this Agreement
(including, without limitation, the Housing Covenant), represent the whole agreement between
the City and the Owner respecting the use and occupation of the Affordable Housing Units, and
there are no warranties, representations, conditions or collateral agreements made by the City
except as set forth in this Agreement. In the event of any conflict between this Agreement and
the Housing Covenant, this Agreement shall, to the extent necessary to resolve such conflict,
prevail.

Further Assurance

Upon request by the City the Owner will forthwith do such acts and execute such documents as
may be reasonably necessary in the opinion of the City to give effect to this Agreement.

Covenant Runs with the Lands
This Agreement burdens and runs with the Lands and every parcel into which it is Subdivided in

perpetuity. All of the covenants and agreements contained in this Agreement are made by the

Housing Agreement (Section 483 Loval Guvernment Act) (Affordable Housing)
9640 Williams Road
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Owner for itself, its personal administrators, successors and assigns, and all persons who after the
date of this Agreement, acquire an interest in the Lands.

Equitable Remedies

The Owner acknowledges and agrees that damages would be an inadequate remedy for the City
for any breach of this Agreement and that the public interest strongly favours specific
performance, injunctive relief (mandatory or otherwise), or other equitable relief, as the only
adequate remedy for a default under this Agreement.

No Joint Venture

Nothing in this Agreement will constitute the Owner as the agent, joint venturer, or parmer of the
City or give the Owner any authority to bind the City in any way.

Applicable Law

Unless the context otherwise requires, the laws of British Columbia (including, without
limitation, the Residential Tenancy Act) will apply to this Agreement and all statutes referred to
herein are enactments of the Province of British Columbia.

Deed and Contract

By executing and delivering this Agreement the Owner intends to create both a contract and a
deed executed and delivered under seal.

Joint and Several

If the Owner is comprised of more than one person, firm or body corporate, then the covenants,
agreements and obligations of the Owner shall be joint and several.

Limitation on Owner’s Obligations
The Owner is only liable for breaches of this Agreement that occur while the Owner is the
registered owner of the Lands provided however that notwithstanding that the Owner is no longer

the registered owner of the Lands, the Owner will remain liable for breaches of this Agreement
that occurred while the Owner was the registered owner of the Lands.

[remainder of this page is intentionally blank]

Housing Agreement (Section 483 Local Government Act) (Affardable Housing)
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IN WITNESS WHEREOF the parties hereto have executed this Agreement as of the day and year first
above written.

SIAN GROUP INVESTMENTS INC,,
by its authorized signatory(ies):

u ivecls’

Name:
Title:
CITY OF
RICHMOND
Name: APPROVED
. . for cantent by
Title: uodglnal!ng
dept.

1319

CITY OF BICHMOND, by its authorized LegayAdvice
signatori .
d%—/ DATE OF COUNCIL
APPROVAL

{if applicatle)

Housing Agreement (Section 483 Local Guvernment Act) (Affordable Housing)
9680 Williams Road
Application Nos. RZ 15-715406, DP 18-797785
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Schedule A to Housing Agreement

STATUTORY DECLARATION
(Affordable Housing Units)

) IN THE MATTER OF Unit Nos. -

) (collectively, the “Affordable Housing Units") located
CANADA ; at

) ]
'(D:?DEL\J/II\ANBcli OF BRITISH ) (street address), British Columbia, and Housing

) Agreement dated , 20 (the
TOWIT: ; “Housing Agreement”) between

) and

) the City of Richmond (the “City”)
( (full name),
of (address) in the Province

of British Columbia, DO SOLEMNLY DECLARE that:

1. | | amthe registered owner (the “Owner”) of the Affordable Housing Units;
or,

C I am a director, officer, or an authorized signatory of the Owner and | have personal
knowledge of the matters set out herein;

2. This declaration is made pursuant to the terms of the Housing Agreement in respect of the
Affordable Housing Units for each of the 12 months for the period from January 1, 20
to December 31, 20 (the “Period");

3. Throughout the Period:

a) the Affordable Housing Units, if occupied, were not all occupied only by Eligible
Tenants (as defined in the Housing Agreement); and

b) the Owner of the Affordable Housing Units and occupants/tenants thereof may not
have complied with the Owners obligations and terms under the Housing
Agreement and any housing covenant(s) registered against title to the Affordable
Housing Units;

Housing Agreement (Section 483 Lucal Government Act) (Affordable Housing)
9680 Williams Road
Application Nos, RZ 15-715406, DP 18-797785
6405141
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4. The information set out in the table attached as Appendix A hereto (the “Information
Table™) in respect of each of the Affordable Housing Units is current and accurate as of the
date of this declaration; and

5. As of the date of this declaration, I:

a)

b)

am actively working towards obtaining the signatures of any occupant(s)/tenant(s)
of Affordable Housing Units set out in the Information Table on the form of
addendum attached hereto as Appendix B, which addendum provides that the such
occupant(s)/tenant(s) has/have agreed to (i) the collection by the Owner of the
information set out in the Information Table, as such information relates to the
Affordable Housing Unit occupied by siuch occupant(s)tenant(s); and (i) the
disclosure of such information to the City, for purposes of complying with the terms
of the Housing Agreement; and

have delivered or overseen the delivery of notice, in accordance with the terms of
the Housing Agreement, to any occupant(s)/tenant(s) of Affordable Housing Units
who does/do not qualify as an Eligible Tenant (as defined in the Housing
Agreement) that any such occupant(s)/tenant(s) will be required to relocate from the
applicable Affordable Housing Unit within the notice period required under the
Housing Agreement.

And | make this solemn declaration, conscientiously believing it to be true and knowing that it is
of the same force and effect as if made under oath and by virtue of the Canada Evidence Act.

DECLARED BEFORE ME at

in the

Province of British Columbia, Canada, this
day of , 2020

(Signature of Declarant)

Z
@
3
®

A Notary Public and a Commissioner for taking
Affidavits in and for the Province of British

Columbia

6405141
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w84 Richmond

City of

Report to Committee

To: Planning Committee Date: March 16, 2020
From: Wayne Craig File: RZ 18-820669
Director, Development
Re: Application by Yamamoto Architecture Inc. for the Rezoning of 4051 Cavendish

Drive and the West Portions of 10140, 10160 & 10180 No. 1 Road from “Single
Detached (RS1/B)” and “Single Detached (RS1/E)” to “Town Housing (ZT88) -
No. 1 Road (Steveston)”; and for the Rezoning of 4068 Cavendish Drive and the
East Portions of 10160 & 10180 No. 1 Road from “Single Detached (RS1/B)” and
“Single Detached (RS1/E)” to “Single Detached (RS2/B)”.

Staff Recommendation

1.

Way%zi g

That Official Community Plan Amendment Bylaw 10155, to redesignate 4051 Cavendish Drive
and a portion of 10140, 10160 & 10180 No. 1 Road from "Single-Family" to "Multiple-Family" in
the Steveston Area Land Use Map to Schedule 2.4 of Official Community Plan Bylaw 7100
(Steveston Area Plan), be introduced and given first reading.

That Bylaw 10155, having been considered in conjunction with:

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

is hereby found to be consistent with said program and plans, in accordance with Section 477(3)(a)
of the Local Government Act.

That Bylaw 10155, having been considered in accordance with OCP Bylaw Preparation
Consultation Policy 5043, is hereby found not to require further consultation.

That Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500, Amendment Bylaw 10156, to create the “Town Housing
(27188) - No. 1 Road (Steveston)” zone, and to rezone 4051 Cavendish Drive and the West Portions
0f 10140, 10160 & 10180 No. 1 Road from “Single Detached (RS1/B)” and “Single Detached
(RS1/E)” to “Town Housing (ZT88) - No. 1 Road (Steveston)”; and to rezone 4068 Cavendish
Drive and the East Portions of 10160 & 10180 No. 1 Road from “Single Detached (RS1/B)” and
“Single Detached (RS1/E)” to “Single Detached (RS2/B)”, be introduced and given first reading.

Director, PDevelopmént

WC:el

Att. 17

REPORT CONCURRENCE

ROUTED To: CONCUR?CE CONCURRENCE OF GENERAL MANAGER
Affordable Housing 4& /

Policy Planning él? / VM
Transportation / /
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Staff Report
Origin

Yamamoto Architecture Inc. has applied to the City of Richmond for permission to rezone lands at
10140, 10160 & 10180 No. 1 Road and 4051 & 4068 Cavendish Drive (Attachment 1). The applicant
is proposing to rezone 4051 Cavendish Drive and the West Portions of 10140, 10160 & 10180 No. 1
Road from “Single Detached (RS1/B)” and “Single Dctached (RS1/E)” to a new site-specific zone
entitled “Town Housing (ZT88) - No. 1 Road (Steveston)”, to permit the development of 35
townhouses with vehicle access from No. 1 Road; and to rezone 4068 Cavendish Drive and the East
Portions of 10160 & 10180 No. 1 Road from “Single Detached (RS1/B)” and “Single Detached
(RS1/E)” to “Single Detached (RS2/B)” to permit the development of two single-family lots with
vehicle access from Cavendish Drive. The townhouse development will include six affordable housing
units and three secondary suites; and the single family lots will provide two secondary suites.

Project Description

The proposed development will extend Cavendish Drive through the site connecting the existing
portions of Cavendish Drive, and create a townhouse site on the west side of Cavendish Drive and two
single-family lots on the east side of Cavendish Drive (Attachment 2). The new Cavendish Drive road
right of way area will be developed to function as an emergency access only. Bollards will be installed
at each end to ensure no public vehicle access. The emergency access will also provide a pedestrian
walkway between the northern and southern sections of the existing Cavendish Drive. A preliminary
functional design of the new Cavendish Drive Connection emergency access/greenway can be found in
Attachment 3.

35 townhouse units, including six Low-End Market Rental (LEMR) units, are proposed for the
townhouse sité on the west side of Cavendish Drive. Vehicle access is provided by a single driveway
access to No. 1 Road. The site layout includes three two-storey units, five two-and-a-half-storey units,
and 28 three-storey units in ten townhouse clusters. Three secondary suites and nine units designed to
be convertible units are included in this proposal. The proposed density is 0.64 floor area ratio (FAR).

Two single family lots are proposed for the single family development site on the east side of
Cavendish Drive. A separate Subdivision application will be required to create the two single family
lots after the site is rezoned. Each proposed lot will have one vehicle access from the southern section
of Cavendish Drive. Both proposed homes are 2-storeys with a side-by-side double car garage and
each includes a two-bedroom secondary suite of approximately 64 m? (689 ft?).

Findings of Fact

A Development Application Data Sheet providing details about the townhouse development proposal
can be found in Attachment 4 and a Development Application Data Sheet providing details about the
single family development proposal can be found in Attachment 5.

Subject Site Existing Housing Profile

There are three houses on the development site. The applicant has advised that there is no secondary
suite in any of these houses, but the three houses are currently operated as rental units.

PLN - 82

6282428



March 16, 2020 -3- RZ 18-820669

Surrounding Development

To the North: An existing single family dwelling on a lot zoned “Single Detached (RS1/E)” fronting
No. I Road, which is identified for townhouse development under the Arterial Road Land Use Policy;
and the Richmond Chinese Alliance Church on a lot zoned “Assembly (ASY)”.

To the South: An existing 16-unit townhouse complex on a lot zoned “Low Density Townhouses
(RTL3)” fronting No. | Road, and existing single family dwellings on a lots zoned “Single Detached
(RS1/B)” fronting the southern section of Cavendish Drive.

To the East: Existing single family dwellings on a lots zoned “Single Detached (RS1/B)” fronting the
northern section of Cavendish Drive.

To the West: Across No. 1 Road, existing single family dwellings on a lots zoned “Single Detached
(RS1/B)” fronting No. 1 Road, which are identified for Arterial Road Compact Lot Single Detached
development under the Arterial Road Land Use Policy; and an existing 11-unit townhouse complex on
a lot zoned “Low Density Townhouses (RTL3)” fronting No. 1 Road.

Related Policies & Studies

Official Community Plan

The 2041 Official Community Plan (OCP) Land Use Map designation for the subject site is
“Neighbourhood Residential”. This redevelopment proposal for 35 townhouses and two single family
lots is consistent with this designation. An amendment to the Steveston Area Plan is required as
described below.

Steveston Area Plan

The Steveston Area Land Use Map designation for the western portion of the subject site (i.e., for the
area approximately 45 m east of No. 1 Road) is “Multiple-Family”, and the designation for the eastern
portion of the subject site is “Single-Family” (Attachment 6). In order to allow the area between No. 1
Road and Cavendish Drive on the subject site to be redeveloped for townhouses, an OCP Amendment
is required to redesignate a portion of the subject site from “Single-Family” to “Multiple-Family” in
the Area Plan (see Attachment 7).

Arterial Road Policy

The Arterial Road Land Use Policy in the City’s 2041 OCP (Bylaw 9000), directs appropriate
townhouse development onto certain arterial roads outside the City Centre. The western portion of the
subject site is identified for “Arterial Road Townhouse” on the Arterial Road Housing Development
Map.

The eastern boundary of the “Arterial Road Townhouse” uses on the Arterial Road Housing
Development Map on this block was determined based on the land use designation identified on the
Steveston Area Land Use Map. Should the proposed OCP Amendment mentioned in the last section
be approved by Council:

o the area between No. 1 Road and Cavendish Drive on the subject site will be consolidated into
one development parcel and will be designated “Multiple-Family” on the Steveston Area Land

e M PLN - 83
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e the development parcel fronting on No. 1 Road, west side of Cavendish Drive, will be allowed
to be redeveloped into Arterial Road Townhouses under the Arterial Road Land Use Policy;
and

e no amendment to the Arterial Road Housing Development Map is required according to the
Arterial Road Land Use Policy.

Additional Density

The Arterial Road Land Use Policy allows additional density along arterial roads to be considered
subject to provision of Low End Market Rental (LEMR) housing units, as per the below conditions:
e Bonus density is used to provide built LEMR units secured through a Housing Agreement;
e Built LEMR units comply with the City's Affordable Housing Strategy with respect to the
housing unit sizes, tenant eligibility criteria and maximum monthly rental rates; and

e The overall design of the development complies with the Arterial Road Guidelines for
Townhouses.

The proposed development under this application is generally consistent with the Arterial Road Policy.
Property to the North

The proposed site assembly will leave a residual development site to the north that will not meet the
minimum 50 m site frontage requirement. The residual development site to the north at 10120 No. 1
Road, located between the subject site and the Richmond Chinese Alliance Church, has a frontage of
approximately 20 m along No. 1 Road.

The applicant advised staff in writing that they have made attempts to acquire the adjacent property,
but cannot reach an agreement with the owners. The applicant has requested that this application
proceed without the acquisition of the adjacent property to the north.

While the proposed development would create an orphan site situation on the north side of the subject
site, staff support the proposed development based on:
o the adjacent property owners are not interested in redeveloping their properties at this time;
e the developer has provided a development concept plan for the adjacent site to the north (on
file),

o the developer has agreed to provide vehicle access to future townhouse development on the
adjacent site to the north; a Public Rights-of-Passage (PROP) Statutory Right-of-Way (SRW)
over the entry driveway on the subject site will be registered on Title of the subject site as a
condition of rezoning to secure this arrangement.

Single Family Lot Size Policy 5426

The subject site is located within Single Family Lot Size Policy Area 5426 (Attachment 8), adopted by
Council on December 18, 1989. The Single Family Lot Size Policy provides direction on the size of
single family lots that may be created through rezoning and subdivision.

As per Section 2.3 of the Zoning Bylaw 8500, the proposed rezoning for the west portion of the site is
not subjected to this Lot Size Policy 5426 since that portion of the site is located along an arterial road
where the Lot Size Policy has been adopted mﬁ;ﬁﬁan gxe years ago, and is included/to be included

6282428
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into an Area Plan which designates the site for “Multiple-Family” uses. Therefor, the townhouse
portion of the development is consistent with the Policy.

The proposed rezoning for 4068 Cavendish Drive and the east portions of 10160 and 10180 No. 1
Road is subjected to this Lot Size Policy 5426 since a two lot subdivision for single family residential
uses is being proposed. The Policy permits properties located within the policy area to be rezoned and
subdivided as per “Single Detached (R2/B)” zone; where the minimum lot size is 360 m? and
minimum lot width is 12.0 m (or 14.0 m in case of a corner lot). The proposed two lot single family
subdivision is consistent with the Lot Size Policy. One lot will be approximately 360 m? in size and
the other lot will be approximately 444 m? in size.

Floodplain Management Implementation Strateqy

The proposed redevelopment must meet the requirements of the Richmond Flood Plain Designation
and Protection Bylaw 8204. Registration of a flood indemnity covenant on Title is required prior to
final adoption of the rezoning bylaw.

Public Consultation

A rezoning sign has been installed on the subject property. Staff have not received any comments
from the public about the rezoning application in response to the placement of the rezoning sign on the
property. However, staff have received comments from the public about the proposed development in
response to the open houses held by the applicant.

QOpen Houses

The applicant conducted two public open houses for the rezoning application; the first one was held on
June 20, 2018 and the second open house was held on June 26, 2019. Both open houses were held at
the Richmond Chinese Alliance Church, which is located to the immediate north of the development
site. For each of the two open houses, flyers were delivered by the applicant to approximately 107
properties in the immediate area (see Attachment 9 for the Notification Area). Staff attended the open
houses to observe the meetings and answer policy or process-related questions.

June 20, 2018 Open House

Approximately 40 people attended the event. Comment sheets were provided to all the attendees. A
total of 11 completed comment sheets were received after the meeting. Three independent emails from
residents within the notification area were also received after the meeting. A copy of the Open House
Summary prepared by the applicant, including the comment sheets and emails received, is included in
Attachment 10.

Major concerns from the neighbourhood on the proposed development are summarized below with
responses to ecach of the concerns identified in bold italics:

1. Security of the existing residences on Cavendish Drive

Concerns were raised about the proposed road extensions to connect the northern and
southern sections of the existing Cavendish Drive through the subject site, and the proposed
public walkway between No. 1 Road and Cavendish Drive. Residents concern that the
proposed improvements would attract more vehicle and foot traffic, parking, and transients
on Cavendish Drive and result in incrpse nasse, theft and undesirable activities.

6282428
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In response to the concerns raised, Transportation staff has accepted an alternative proposal
by the applicant to construct an emergency access/pedestrian walkway within the proposed
road extension, instead of a through road, to minimize increases in traffic and parking on
Cavendish Drive. Bollards fitted with locks will be installed at each end of the emergency
access/walkway to allow for emergency vehicle access only and to ensure no public vehicle
access.

Transportation staff advised that the proposed walkway between No. 1 Road and Cavendish
Drive and the proposed emergency access/walkway connecting the two ends of Cavendish
Drive would improve walkability and transit connectivity to the neighborhood, which
includes Diefenbaker Elementary School. The proposed improvements would re-route the
existing informal walkways through undeveloped lots onto paved and lit pathways where
safety and security on the pedestrian route could be enhanced.

As part of the townhouse development proposal, pedestrian entry for the units proposed
along the public walkway will be designed to face the walkway in order to activate the public
walkway and add to passive surveillance. The public walkway will be designed in
accordance with the Crime Prevention Through Environmental Design (CPTED) principles.

Tree Preservation

A desire was expressed to retain the existing tall trees on site. Based on the initial review of
the tree inventory on site, two bylaw-sized trees are considered in good condition; a 140cm
cal Sequoia tree and a 56cm cal Spruce tree are proposed to be protected and retained. In
response to this concerns, the project arborist had reviewed the tree preservation strategy but
is not able to recommend additional trees to be retained on site. However, the developer has
revised the site plan of the townhouse development and incorporated the protected trees into
the outdoor amenity space.

Form and Character

Concern was expressed over the fit of new building design to the existing single family
residences on Cavendish Drive. Preliminary architectural plans for the proposed single
Sfamily homes and townhouses have been developed. The proposed form and character of the
proposed buildings seem to compliment with the existing/surrounding single family houses.

Site Grading

Concerns were raised regarding site grade and adjacency. The applicant advised that the
floor slabs would be raised to meet the required minimum flood plain construction level, but
all site grading will occur within the development site and no grade changes will occur along
the property lines of adjacent properties. Staff will work with the applicant at the
Development Permit stage to ensure no grade changes will occur along the common property
lines.

Sidewalk Configuration

Concerns were expressed that the varying sidewalk configuration between the northern and
southern sections of Cavendish Drive but the opinions were split on how best to improve this.
Currently, the sidewalk on the northern section of Cavendish Drive is on the south/east side
of the road; and the sidewalk on the southern section of Cavendish Drive is on the west/north
side of the road. The proposed 6m engrgsencygecess/walkway will provide a seamless
connection between the sidewalks on ]?w wo sections of Cavendish Drive.
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6. Parking

Concerns were expressed for the potential increase in neighbourhood parking to the area
with the proposed townhouse development. All vehicle traffic to the townhouse development
will be via No. 1 Road. All townhouse units fronting on to the new Cavendish Drive
Connection will have access from the internal drive aisles/walkways within the development.
The numbers of residential and visitor parking spaces proposed on the proposed townhouse
site are in compliance with the zoning bylaw requirements.

Unit Height

Concerns were raised about the proposed three-storey townhouse units. Townhouse units
Jronting onto Cavendish Drive have been reduced to a two-storey height from Cavendish
Drive with a half storey in the roof space which will only be visible from within the
townhouse site. This will ensure the character and form of the townhouses complement the
existing single family homes on Cavendish Drive. In addition, townhouse units that have a

- side yard interface with existing adjacent single family homes on Cavendish Drive have been

reduced to two storeys to address potential massing and shadowing concerns.

June 26, 2019 Open House

A second open house was held to provide area residents with information on the revised proposal and
how the concerns raised in the first open house were addressed.

Approximately 20 people attended the event. Comment sheets were provided to all the attendees. A
total of 7 completed comment sheets were received after the meeting. Two independent emails from
residents within the notification area were also received after the meeting. A copy of the Open House
Summary prepared by the applicant, including the comment sheets and emails received, is included in
Attachment 11.

Concerns identified through the second open house are summarized below with responses to each of
the concerns identified in bold italics:

1.

6282428

Public Walkway Between No. 1 Road & Cavendish Drive

Two residents were still concerned that the construction of the public walkway would result
in an increase in crime and undesirable activities. Transportation staff have reviewed the
requirements and feel that a public walkway between No. 1 Road and Cavendish Drive
through this site is still warranted.

Installation of a more direct pedestrian link from the surrounding neighborhood to No. 1
Road would make access to the transit stops on No. 1 Road more convenient for residents.
This improvement facilitates walking, cycling and transit use; and a safe and accessible
pathway with direct and connected links would support Richmond’s mode shift targets in the
Community Energy and Emissions Plan. Enhancements to support and encourage transit
use is also consistent with the City’s official Community Plan objectives.

Staff will work with the applicant at the Development Permit stage to ensure that the design
of the walkway incorporates Crime Prevention Through Environmental Design principles,
including appropriate lighting, fencing and landscaping to enhance passive surveillance.
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2. Single Family Lots

Two residents requested that the front yard setbacks of the proposed single family lots be
reduced to provide larger rear yard; and that the side yard setbacks be increased to reduce
shadowing (in order to provide a larger building separation from the new homes to the
existing homes). The applicant has agreed to increase the setbacks outlined in the bylaw to
the proposed single family lots:

Setbacks (m) " | :Bylaw Requirements. |- Proposed Lot A Proposed Lot B
Internal Side Yard: 12m Eastside~2.0m | South side — 1.45m
Rear Yard - 15t Floor: | LO1A 6.0m 6.98m 7.5m

LotB:6.0m
Rear Yard ~ 2" Floor: LotA:7.46 m 10.81m 7.5m

LotB: 6.0m

These setbacks have been reflected on the proposed site plan. The applicant has agreed to
register a legal agreement on Title, prior to final adoption of the rezoning bylaw, to ensure
that future Building Permit applications will be consistent with these additional setbacks.

3. Tree Planting

Concerns were expressed regarding tree replacement. According to the Preliminary
Landscape Plan provided by the applicant (Attachment 14), the developer is proposing to
plant 62 new trees on-site. Tree size and species will be reviewed in detail through
Development Permit and overall landscape design. Comments related to street tree planting
have been forwarded to Parks Planning, Design & Construction staff and will be considered
at the Servicing Agreement stage.

OCP Consultation Summary

Staff have reviewed the proposed OCP and zoning amendments, with respect to the Local Government
Act and the City’s OCP Consultation Policy No. 5043 requirements, and recommend that this report
does not require referral to external stakeholders.

The table below clarifies this recommendation as it relates to the proposed OCP,

Stakeholder Referral Comment (No Referral necessary)

BC Land Reserve Co. No referral necessary.

Richmond School Board No referral necessary.

The Board of Metvro Vancouver | uﬁhr?rizrgég%%e;sggﬁﬁ tsrwt?a;?;cép;?sed amendments are consistent
The Councils of adjacent Municipalities No referral necessary, as adjacent municipalities are not affected.
First Nations (e.g., Sto:lo, Tsawwassen, No referral necessary.

Musqueam)

No referral necessary, as no transportation road network changes are

TransLink proposed.

- X No referral necessary.
Port Authorities (Vancouver Port Authority
and Steveston Harbour Authority) PLN - 88
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* Stakeholder Referral Corﬁment {No Referral necessary)

Vancouver International Airport Authority No referral necessary.
(VIAA) (Federal Government Agency)

Richmond Coastal Health Authority No referral necessary.
Community Groups and Neighbours No referral necessary.
All relevant Federal and Provincial No referral necessary.

Government Agencies

Should the Planning Committee endorse this application and Council grant 1% reading to the rezoning
bylaw, the bylaws will be forwarded to a Public Hearing, where any area resident or interested party
will have an opportunity to comment.

Public notification for the Public Hearing will be provided as per the Local Government Act.
Analysis

Built Form and Architectural Character

The applicant proposes to subdivide the five subject properties into three lots — one townhouse
development site and two single family lots.

Single Family Subdivision

The proposal includes a two lot subdivision on the east side of Cavendish Drive. Each lot will contain
a single family home with a two-bedroom secondary suite. Vehicular accesses to these two new single
family lots will be from the southern portion of Cavendish Drive. Driveway locations will be co-
ordinated with the proposed bollard locations at south end of the Cavendish Drive Connection
emergency access/greenway.

To illustrate how the future lots and dwellings interface with the existing adjacent single family homes,
the applicant has submitted preliminary site plans, landscape plans and building elevations for the two
proposed single family lots (Attachment 12). The proposed single family subdivision and dwellings
are designed to meet the “Single Detached (RS2/B)” zoning regulations. The designs of the proposed
dwellings match the orientations of the existing adjacent single family homes and provide wider side
yards and deeper rear yards to reduce shadowing to the existing neighbours. A shadow study for the
single family development may be found in Attachment 13. The applicant has agreed to register a
legal agreement on Title, prior to final adoption of the rezoning bylaw, to ensure that future Building
Permit applications will be consistent with these designs.

Townhouse Development

The proposal also includes a 35 unit townhouse development west of Cavendish Drive. The proposed
townhouse site, approximately 6,166 m?, will be located between No. 1 Road and the new Cavendish

Drive Connection. Vehicular access to this townhouse development will be from No. 1 Road only, at
the north edge of the site’s No. 1 Road frontage.

The townhouse development proposal consists of 35 townhouses, in a mix of two-storey, two-and-a-
half-storey, and three-storey townhouse units in 10 clusters. Units will be oriented along No. 1 Road,
the new Cavendish Drive Connection, and the proposed public walkway along the south property line.
Three-storey units are proposed along No. 1 RP4dNalo@Sthe north property line (adjacent to the
neighbouring assembly site), and in the middle of the site. Building heights are reduced to two-storey
6282428
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along the side yard and rear yard interfaces with existing adjacent single family homes in order to
provide an adequate transition to the neighbouring residential developments. Units proposed along the
new Cavendish Drive Connection will be two-and-a-half-storey. The top/half storey will be provided
within the primary roof form of the building above the second floor, with no windows fronting onto
Cavendish Drive, in order to create a form and character that complements with the single family
homes on Cavendish Drive.

The outdoor amenity area will be situated in a central open courtyard along the main entry drive aisle. .
Preliminary site plan, landscape plan, building elevations, section plans, and a shadow study for the
proposed townhouse development can be found in Attachment 14,

Three ground level secondary suites are proposed to be included in the development: the size of two
secondary suites would be approximately 25 m? each and the size of the other secondary suite would
be approximately 51 m?. Each secondary suite contains a living area, a sleeping area, a kitchenette and
a bathroom. No additional residential parking spaces will be assigned to the secondary suites since a
side-by-side double car garage is proposed to be included in each of the townhouse units containing a
secondary suite, consistent with the parking requirements of Zoning Bylaw 8500. -

To ensure that these secondary suites will not be stratified or otherwise held under separate title,
registration of a legal agreement on Title, or other measures restricting stratification, as determined to
the satisfaction of the Director of Development, is required prior to final adoption of the rezoning
bylaw.

To ensure that the secondary suites will be built, registration of a legal agreement on Title, stating that
no final Building Permit inspection will be granted until the secondary suites are constructed to the
satisfaction of the City in accordance with the BC Building Code and the City’s Zoning Bylaw, is
required prior to final adoption of the rezoning bylaw.

Consistent with the parking requirements in Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500, a total of 64 resident
vehicle parking spaces are proposed, of which 32 spaces (50%) are proposed in a tandem arrangement.
Prior to rezoning approval, a restrictive covenant preventing the conversion of tandem parking area
into storage or habitable space is required to be registered on title. Also consistent with the parking
requirements, a total of seven visitor parking spaces are proposed on-site, one of which will be a
handicapped visitor parking space. In addition, a total of 64 resident (Class 1) bicycle parking spaces
(in excess of bylaw requirement) and seven visitor (Class 2) bicycle parking spaces are proposed.

Density for Townhouse Development

The Arterial Road Land Use Policy specifies a typical density of 0.60 FAR (Floor Area Ratio) for
townhouse developments along arterial roads, subject to the applicant providing a cash-in-lieu
contributions to the City’s Affordable Housing Reserve Fund prior to Council approval of any
rezoning application.

This policy further provides for the consideration of additional density for townhouse development if
the proposal includes built affordable housing units, secured by the City’s standard Housing
Agreement. The applicant is proposing medium density townhouses with a maximum density of 0.65
FAR, including six affordable housing units with a combined floor area of not less than 14% of the
total floor area. These units would be secured through a restrictive covenant and Housing Agreement
registered on property title prior to Council approval of the rezoning.

PLN - 90
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Conceptual development plans are contained in Attachment 14. The six affordable housing units are
proposed to be located in the northerly building fronting No. 1 Road. Private outdoor spaces are
provided for each unit in the form of a yard at-grade and a balcony on the second floor. Consistent
with the OCP policies to provide for a variety of housing, the proposed affordable housing units would
be ground-oriented in design, and family-oriented in type and size as detailed below:

omber | e | MOTDIMARS | e | M | M
Housing Strategy it Size Unit Rent** Income**
5 2BR + den 69 m? (741 ft?) 93.55 m? (1,007 ft?) $1,218 $46,800 or less
1 2BR + den 69 m? (741 ft?) 97.27 m? (1,047 ft?) $1,218 $46,800 or less
Total: 565.02 m?
Total: 6 (6.082 )
(approx. 14.3% of total
floor area proposed)
- May be adjusted periodically as provided for under adopted City policy.

Staff note that 100% of the units are two-bedroom units. Staff also note that all units meet the
minimum floor space requirements as outlined in the AHS. The Affordable Housing Strategy also
targets 85% of LEMR units to meet Built Universal Housing (BUH) standards. Given that BUH
standards are difficult to achieve in townhouse developments, the applicant is proposing to design five
of the six LEMR units based on the convertible unit design standards.

Staff recommend that Council support this proposal as the community benefit is significant and the
proposed form and massing of the townhouse cluster is generally consistent with the Arterial Road
Land Use Policy.

New Site-Specific Zone

To accommodate the proposed development, a new site-specific zone “Town Housing (ZT88) -

No. 1 Road (Steveston)” is proposed, with a maximum base density of 0.60 FAR and bonus density of
0.05 FAR, up to a total maximum of 0.65 FAR. The bonus density is conditional upon the provision of
six affordable housing units with a combined net floor area of 14% of total net floor area. These units
would be secured through a restrictive covenant and a Housing Agreement to be registered on title,
prior to rezoning approval.

The ZT88 zone also reflects the applicant’s proposal to allow a minimum 4.5 m setback along both No.
1 Road and Cavendish Drive. The proposed road setback is smaller than the required 6.0 m front yard
setback in the standard townhouse zones. Staff support the proposed minimum 4.5 m road setback
based on:
e the Arterial Road Guidelines for Townhouses in the OCP support reduced front yard setbacks
with appropriate streetscape design;
e the resulting reduced front yard setback does not compromise tree preservation or tree planting
opportunity along the site frontages;
o the proposed architectural design provides appropriate building articulation and interface with
neighbouring properties;
e existing single family homes on Cavendish Drive typically have a road setback back less than
4.5 m;
¢ 2a15.0 m wide road dedication throughPteNite @1facilitate the Cavendish Drive connection is
required;
6282428
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e a 0.4 m wide road dedication along No. 1 Road is required to accommodate the required
frontage improvements;

e the proposed 4.5 m setback from No. 1 Road would only be applied to proposed Building No.
1; the resulting distance from the back of curb along No. 1 Road to the building face would be
approximately 7.5 m;

e Building No. 2 will be set back approximately 5.37 m from No. 1 Road in order to provide a
transition from Building No. 1 (at a 4.5 m setback) to the existing adjacent townhouse
development to the south (at a 6.0 m setback); and

e the proposed development will be designed to meet the interior noise limits as per the CMHC
standards in order to address the road traffic noise from No. 1 Road. A report from a certified
acoustical engineer will be required prior to the Development Permit Application for this
project being forwarded to the Development Permit Panel for consideration.

Development Permit

A Development Permit processed to a satisfactory level for the proposed townhouse development is a
requirement of zoning approval. Through the Development Permit, the following issues are to be
further examined:

e Compliance with Development Permit Guidelines for multiple-family projects in the 2041
Official Community Plan (OCP).

e Refinement of the site plan to ensure all the aboveground utility infrastructure improvements
for this development proposal will be located at the appropriate location and screened from
street view;

e Refinement of the proposed building form to achieve sufficient variety in design to create a
desirable and interesting streetscape along No. 1 Road, to reduce visual massing of the
three-storey units, and to address potential adjacency issues with adjacent residential uses.

e Refinement of the proposed site grading to ensure survival of all proposed protected trees, to
provide appropriate transition between the proposed development and adjacent existing
developments, and to ensure accessibility throughout the site including the public walkways.

e Refinement of the outdoor amenity area design, including the choice of play equipment, to
create a safe and vibrant environment for children’s play and social interaction.

e Review of size and species of on-site replacement trees to ensure bylaw compliance and to
achieve an acceptable mix of conifer and deciduous trees on site,

e Opportunities to maximize planting areas along internal drive aisles, to maximize permeable
surface areas, and to better articulate hard surface treatments on site.

e Review of aging-in-place features in all units and the designs of convertible units.

e Review of a sustainability strategy for the development proposal.
Additional issues may be identified as part of the Development Permit application review process.

Existing Legal Encumbrances

There is an existing utility Right-of-Ways (ROW) along the north property line of 4051 Cavendish
Drive for existing sanitary sewer lines and connections. The developer is aware that no construction is
permitted in these areas.

PLN - 92
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In addition, there is an existing tri-party utility right of way (City of Richmond, BC Hydro and Telus)
on a portion of 4068 Cavendish Drive for the provision of utilities and services. In order to create the
proposed two-lot single family subdivision at the southeast corner of the site, the developer is required
to remove the existing inspection chamber, service connection and service lateral within the utility
right of way; as well as to discharge the surplus portion (i.e., 5.0 m x 15.0 m) of the existing utility
right of way located on 4068 Cavendish Drive prior to Subdivision Approval. The developer is
responsible to coordinate with BC Hydro and Telus, as well as other private utility companies (i.e.,
Shaw and Fortis BC) to confirm that there are no existing private utilities within the utility right of way
prior to the discharge.

Transportation and Site Access

Prior to final adoption of the rezoning bylaw, the developer is required to:

e provide a new road dedication, with a minimum width of 15.0 m, to link the two discontinuous
ends of Cavendish Drive through the subject site, and to enter into a Servicing Agreement for
the design and construction of a new emergency vehicle access/greenway within the road
dedication. The exact road dedication and emergency vehicle access configurations are to be
confirmed with survey information to be submitted by the applicant at Servicing Agreement
stage; 4

e register a 6.0 m wide PROP (Property Right-of-Passage) SRW (Statutory Right-of-Way) on
Title and enter into a Servicing Agreement for the design and construction of a new pedestrian
access walkway along the south property line to provide legal means of public access between
No.1 Road and Cavendish Drive;

e dedicate an approximately 0.4 m wide road across the entire No. 1 Road frontage to
accommodate the required frontage improvements including a new sidewalk and grass and
treed boulevard; and

¢ provide a vehicle access to the proposed townhouse development on No. 1 Road.

Tree Retention and Replacement

The applicant has submitted a Certified Arborist’s Report; which identifies on-site and off-site tree
species, assesses tree structure and condition, and provides recommendations on tree retention and
removal relative to the proposed development. The Report assesses 61 bylaw-sized trees on the
subject development site and seven trees on neighbouring properties.

The City’s Tree Preservation Coordinator has reviewed the Arborist’s Report and supports the
Arborist’s findings, with the following comments;
¢ A 140 cm caliper Sequoia tree (specifically tag# 33) and a 56 ¢cm caliper Spruce tree
(specifically tag# 34) located on the development site are in excellent condition and should be
retained and protected.

. e 59 trees (specifically tag# 1-32 & 35-61) located on the development site either dead, dying
(sparse canopy foliage), have been previously topped or exhibit structural defects such as
cavities at the main branch union and co-dominant stems with inclusions or are in conflict with
the development. As a result, these trees are not good candidates for retention and should be
replaced. A Tree Removal Permit (T2 19-875281) has already been issued for a dead
(hazardous) Birch tree located on site.

e Seven trees located on neighbouring properties and city’s property (specifically tag# OS1-OS3
on 10222 No. 1 Road, tag# 0S4 on 408BlcNver@3h Drive, tag# OS 5 on City’s property, and
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tag# OS6-0OS7 on 4039 Cavendish Drive) are to be protected as per City of Richmond Tree
Protection Information Bulletin Tree-03.

Tree Replacement

The applicant wishes to remove 59 on-site trees. The 2:1 replacement ratio would require a total of
118 replacement trees. According to the Preliminary Landscape Plan provided by the applicant
(Attachment 14), the applicant proposes to plant 62 new trees on-site. The size and species of
replacement trees will be reviewed in detail through Development Permit and overall landscape design.
The applicant has agreed to provide a voluntary contribution of $42,000 ($750/tree) to the City’s Tree
Compensation Fund in lieu of planting the remaining 56 replacement trees should they not be
accommodated on the site.

Tree Protection

Two trees on-site and seven trees on neighbouring properties are to be retained and protected. The
applicant has submitted a tree protection plan showing the trees to be retained and the measures taken
to protect them during development stage (Attachment 15). To ensure that the trees identified for
retention are protected at development stage, the applicant is required to complete the following items:

e Prior to final adoption of the rezoning bylaw, submission to the City of a contract with a
Certified Arborist for the supervision of all works conducted within or in close proximity to
tree protection zones. The contract must include the scope of work required, the number of
proposed monitoring inspections at specified stages of construction, any special measures
required to ensure tree protection, and a provision for the Arborist to submit a post-construction
impact assessment to the City for review.

e Prior to final adoption of the rezoning bylaw, submission to the City of a Tree Survival
Security in the amount of $20,000 to ensure that the140 cm caliper Sequoia tree (specifically
tag# 33) and the 56 cm caliper Spruce tree (specifically tag# 34), both identified for retention,
will be protected. No Tree Survival Security will be returned until the post-construction
assessment report, confirming the protected trees survived the construction, prepared by the
Arborist, is reviewed by staff.

e Prior to demolition of the existing dwellings on the subject development site, installation of tree
protection fencing around all trees to be retained. Tree protection fencing must be installed to
City standard in accordance with the City’s Tree Protection Information Bulletin Tree-03 prior
to any works being conducted on-site, and remain in place until construction and landscaping
on-site is completed.

Affordable Housing Strategy

Consistent with the City’s Affordable Housing Strategy, the applicant has proposed to provide a
secondary suite in each of the two single family dwellings proposed at the subject site, for a total of
two suites. Each secondary suite will contain a two bedrooms, with minimum suite sizes of 64 m? (689
ft*) each. Prior to final adoption of the rezoning bylaw, the applicant must register a legal agreement
on Title to ensure that no final Building Permit inspection is granted until a two-bedroom secondary
suite is constructed on both of the two future lots, to the satisfaction of the City in accordance with the
BC Building Code and the City’s Zoning Bylaw.
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Public Art

In response to the City’s Public Art Program (Policy 8703), the applicant will provide a voluntary
contribution at a rate of $0.85 per buildable square foot (2018’s rate) at the proposed townhouse
development to the City’s Public Art Reserve fund; for a total contribution in the amount of
$36,669.58.

Energy Step Code

This development application is subject to the Energy Step Code. Applicants are expected to conduct
energy modelling early on as part of their development plans to confirm that their proposed design is
able to meet the requirements of BC Energy Step Code that will be in place at the time of their
Building Permit application. Attached is a statement from the applicant acknowledging that the
proposed townhouse development will comply with this requirement (Attachment 16).

Amenity Space

The applicant is proposing a cash contribution in-licu of providing the required indoor amenity space
on the townhouse site, as per the OCP. Based on the rate identified in the OCP (i.e., $1,600 per unit
for the first 19 units, plus $3,200 per unit for the 20" to 35" unit), the total cash contribution required
for the 35 unit townhouse development is $81,600.00.

Outdoor amenity space will be provided on the townhouse site. Based on the preliminary design, the
total area of the proposed outdoor amenity spaces complies with the Official Community Plan (OCP)
requirements (i.e., 6 m? of outdoor space per unit). Staff will work with the applicant at the
Development Permit stage to ensure the configurations and designs of the outdoor amenity spaces meet
the Development Permit Guidelines in the OCP, including provision of children’s play equipment.

Site Servicing and Frontage Improvements

Prior to final adoption of the rezoning bylaw, the applicant is required to enter into the City’s standard
Servicing Agreement to design and construct a new public walkway along the south property line of
the site between No. 1 Road and Cavendish Drive, a new emergency access/greenway to connect the
two discontinuous ends of Cavendish Drive, frontage beautification works on the road frontages, as
well as water, storm sewer and sanitary sewer upgrades and service connections along both No. I Road
and Cavendish Drive (see Attachment 17 for details). All works are at the client's sole cost (i.e., no
credits apply). The developer is also required to pay Development Cost Charges (DCC's) (City &
GVS & DD), Translink DCC’s, School Site Acquisition Charge and Address Assignment Fee.

Financial Impact or Economic Impact

As aresult of the proposed development, the City will take ownership of developer contributed assets
such as roadworks, waterworks, storm sewers, sanitary sewers, street lights, street trees and traffic
signals. The anticipated operating budget impact for the ongoing maintenance of these assets is
$5,500.00. This will be considered as part of the 2020 Operating budget.

PLN - 95
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The purpose of this application is to rezone the subject site to permit a 35 unit townhouse development
on the west side of the new Cavendish Drive Connection and a two-lot single family residential
subdivision on the east side of the new Cavendish Drive Connection. The proposal will provide a total
of 42 residential units including six Low End Market Rental (LEMR) units, 29 townhouse units, two
single family dwellings, and five secondary suites (two units as part of the single family development
and three units as part of the townhouse development).

The proposal is consistent with the land use designation in the 2041 Official Community Plan (OCP)
(i.e., “Neighbourhood Residential”). The proposed townhouse development is generally consistent
with the Arterial Road Land Use Policy for townhouses. The conceptual development plans attached
are generally consistent with all applicable OCP design guidelines, and would be further refined in the
Development Application review process.

The application includes the significant benefit of six affordable housing units, which will be secured
through a restrictive covenant and a Housing Agreement at the Development Permit stage.

The list of Rezoning Considerations, which must be completed by the applicant prior to adoption of
Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500, Amendment Bylaw 10156, is included in Attachment 17.

It is recommended that Richmond Official Community Plan Bylaw 7100, Amendment Bylaw 10155
and Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500, Amendment Bylaw 10156, be introduced and given First Reading.

Edwin Lee
Planner 2
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City of
. y Development Application Data Sheet
RlChmond Development Applications Department

RZ 18-820669 ~ Attachment 4

Address: 4051 Cavendish Drive and the West Portions of 10140, 10160 & 10180 No. 1 Road

Applicant: Yamamoto Architecture Inc.

Planning Area(s): _Steveston

Existing | Proposed

Owner: 1050651 BC Ltd. No Change
Site Size (m?): 7,803 m?(Combined with SF site) | 6,166 m?
Land Uses: Single Family Residential Multiple-Family Residential
OCP Designation: Low-Density Residential No Change
Area Plan Designation: Stevgston Arga Plan: _Slngle Stevgston Area Plan: Multiple-
Family / Multiple-Family Family
. . L Policy 5426 — Single Detached
702 Policy Designation: (RS2/B) or (RS2/G) No Change
Zonina: Single Detached (RS1/B) & Single | Town Housing (Z788) - No. 1
g: Detached (RS1/E) Road (Steveston)
Number of Units: 3 35
Other Designations: N/A No Change
- On Future . .
Subdivided Lots Bylaw Requirement Proposed Variance
Floor Area Ratio: Max. 0.65 0.65 Max. none permitted
Lot Coverage — Building: Max. 40% 40% Max. none
Lot Coverage ~ Non-porous Max. 65% 65% Max. none
Surfaces:
Lot Coverage — Landscaping: Min. 25% 25% Min., none
Setback — No. 1 Road (m): Min. 4.5 m 4.5 m Min, none
Setback — Cavendish Drive (m): Min. 4.5 m 4.5 m Min. none
Setback — North Side Yard (m): Min. 3.0 m 3.0 m Min. none
Setback — South Side Yard (m): Min. 3.0 m 3.0 m Min. none
Height {m): Max. 12.0 m (3 storeys) 12.0 m (3 storeys) Max. none
Lot Width: Min. 50.0 m 60m none
Lot Depth: Min. 35.0 m 106 m none
Off-street Parking Spaces — 2 spaces per strata + 64 none
Residential; 1 space per LEMR = 64

PLN - 101

6282428



March 16, 2020

On Future
Subdivided Lots

RZ 18-820669

Off-street Parking Spaces - .

Visitor: 0.2 spaces perunit =7 7 none

Off-street Parking Spaces — Total; 71 71 none
Max. 50% of proposed

. , residential spaces in

Tandem Parking Spaces: enclosed garages 32 none
(64 x Max. 50% = 32)
Max. 50% when 31 or

) more spaces are

Small Car Parking Spaces provided on-site 2 none

(71 x Max. 50% = >=
Min. 2% when 11 or more

Handicap Parking Spaces: spaces are required 2 none
(71 x 2% = 2 spaces)

Bicycle Parking Spaces — Class 1 1.25 (Class 1) and 1.8 (Class 1) and none

/ Class 2; 0.2 (Class 2) per uri 0.2 (Class 2) per unit

3 . _ . 44 (Class 1) and 64 (Class 1) and
Off-street Parking Spaces — Total: 7 (Class 2) 7 (Class 2) none
- > —
Amenity Space - Indoor: Min. 70 m“eour Cash-in Cash-in-lieu none
. > T
Amenity Space — Qutdoor: Min. 6 216( 2152 units 255 m? none

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

6282428
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gy City of
“ gf%? "
80 Richmond

Development Application Data Sheet

Development Applications Department

RZ 18-820669 _ |

Attachment 5

Address:

4068 Cavendish Drive and the East Portions of 10160 & 10180 No. 1 Road

Applicant:

Yamamoto Architecture Inc.

Planning Area(s):

Owner:

Steveston

Existing
1050651 BC Ltd.

No Change

Proposed

Site Size (m?):

7,803 m? (Combined with TH site)

444 m? & 360 m2

Land Uses: Single Family Residential No Change
OCP Designation: Low-Density Residential No Change
Area Plan Designation: Steveston Area Plan: Single Family No Change
702 Polic‘y Designation: Policy 5426 — Single Detached (RS2/B) | No Change

Single Detached (RS1/B) &

Zoning: Single Detached (RS1/E) Single Detached (RS2/B)
Number of Units: 0 2
Other Designations: N/A No Change

On Future - g
Subdivided . Bylaw Requirement Proposed Variance
Lots !
Floor Area Ratio: | Max. 0.55 for lot area up to 464.5 m?2 0.55 none
permitted
Buildable Floor Lot A: Max. 244 m? (2,628 ft?) Lot A: Max. 221 m? (2,398 ft?) none
Area (m?):* Lot B: Max. 198 m? (2,131 ft%) Lot B: Max. 197 m? (2,131 ft3) permitted
Lot Coverage Building: Max. 45% Building: Max. 45%
(% of lot area): Non-porous: Max. 70% Non-porous: Max. 70% none
' Landscaping: Max. 25% Landscaping: Max. 25%
Lot Size: 360 m? tgi g'_ ggg mi none
Lot Dimensions Lot A Lot B Lot A . Lot B
(m): Width: 14.0 m Width: 12.0 m Width: 14.72 m Width: 12.26 m none
) Depth: 24.0m Depth: 24.0m Depth: 30.01 m Depth: 29.98 m -
Front: Min. 6.0 m Front: 6.0 m Min.
Side: Min. 1.2 m Side: 1.2 m Min.
Exterior Side: Min. 3.0 m Exterior Side: 3.0 m Min.
4 Rear ~ 15t Floor: Rear — 1%t Floor:
Setbacks (m): Lot A: Min. 6.0 m Lot A: 6.0 m Min. none
Lot B: Min. 6.0 m Lot B: 6.0 m Min.

Rear — 2™ Floor;
Lot A: Min. 7.46 m
Lot B: Min. 6.0 m

Rear -~ 2M Floor:
Lot A: 7.46 m Min.
Lot B: 6.0 m Min.

6282428

PLN - 103




March 16, 2020 -2- RZ 18-820669

On Future

Subdivided - Bylaw Requirement Proposed Variance
Lots )
Height (m): Max. 2 ¥ Storeys 2 Storeys

“none

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

* Preliminary estimate; not inclusive of garage; exact building size to be determined through zoning bylaw compliance
review at Building Permit stage.

PLN - 104
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ATTACHMENT 8

City of Richmond Policy Manual

Page 1 of 2

Adopted by Council: December 18, 1989 POLICY 5426

File Ref: 4045-00

SINGLE-FAMILY LOT SIZE POLICY IN QUARTER-SECTION 26-4-7/35-4-7

POLICY 5426:

The following
Road, No. 1R

policy establishes lot sizes for properties within the area located on Williams
oad and Geal Road, in a portion of Section 26-4-7/35-4-7:

That properties within the area located on Williams Road, No. 1 Road and Geal Road, in
a portion of Section 26-4-7/35-4-7, be permitted to subdivide in accordance with the
provisions of Single-Family Housing District (R1/B) in Zoning and Development Bylaw
5300, with the following provisions:

(@)

(b)

If there is no lane or internal road access, then properties along No. 1 Road
would be restricted to Single-Family Housing District (R1/E).

Properties along Williams Road will be permitted Single-Family Housing District
(R1/C) zoning unless there is lane or internal road access in which case
Single-Family Housing District (R1/B) would be allowed.

and that this policy, as shown on the accompanying plan, be used to determine the
disposition of future rezoning applications in this area, for a period of not less than five

years,

unless changed by the amending procedures contained in the Zoning and

Development Bylaw.

280188
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#220 — 2639 Viking Way
Richmond, BC, V6V 3B7

Phone: 604.249.5040
Fax: 604.249.5041

Page: 10of 3
File No: CCC File # 17101

ATTACHMENT 10

City of Richmond July 20, 2018
6911 No. 3 Road
Richmond, BC, V6Y 2C1

Attention: Edwin Lee

nce:  Summary of Public Information Meeting
10140 - 10180 No. 1 Road and 4051 and 4068 Cavendish Drive
City File: RZ 18-820669

Dear Edwin,

A Public Information Meeting for the proposed 35 unit townhouse and 2
single family lot development located at 10140 — 10180 No. 1 Road and 4051
and 4068 Cavendish Drive (City File RZ18-820669) was held between 5:00pm
and 8:00pm on June 20, 2018 at the Richmond Chinese Alliance Church
located at 10100 No. 1 Road.

Core Concept Consulting Ltd. prepared a Public Information Meeting
invitation including a document outlining the synopsis of the proposed
development. The invitation packages were hand-delivered by Core Concept
Consulting staff to the residences in the vicinity of the proposed development
during the period of June 5th and June 10th. Please refer to Appendix A for
the Public Information Invitation Package and Appendix B for a map defining
the notice distribution area.

There are 53 single family homes and 53 townhome residences and the church
in the notice distribution area. 14 residences in the notice distribution area
attended the Public Information Meeting (13%). There was one representative
from the church who also attended the Public Information Meeting.

Attendees of the meeting were greeted upon entry and encouraged to sign the
attendance sheet for the meeting. 32 attendees were formally recorded on the
attendance sheet but several signatures represented households with multiple
household members in attendance. We estimate a total turnout of 40 people in
attendance during the course of the meeting — not counting City Staff, the
Developer, or his consultants.

The Attendees were free to examine a series of presentation boards and Mr.
Steven Yang (Developer), Taizo Yamamoto (Architect) and David Kozak and
David Lu (Civil) were available to address any questions r: by the
attendees in either small informal groups or one-on-one as preferred by the
Attendee. Please refer to Appendix C for the Presentation Boards displayed.

Each participant was provided a feedback form that they could complete at
the meeting or which they could take home and complete at their leisure. As
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Page:
Quir File:

2of 3
CCC File #17101

of July 11* we have compiled 11 feedback forms and 3 independent emails. A
table summarizing each of the feedback forms received and our synopsis of
the comments received is included in Appendix D. The synopses provided for
each feedback form addresses what we interpret to be the key points raised by
the Attendee. Not all points are necessarily addressed or identified. The
reader should peruse each of the feedback forms to establish their own
interpretation of 7 tone  ’ ontent of the feedback forms supplied in
Appendix E.

For the most part the attendees within the notice distribution area expressed
concern over one or two issues that were of most concern to them. In general
the responses tended to fall into the following categories (in no particular
order).

# Security of the existing residences. Several residences expressed
concern that the construction of a public walkway between No. 1 Road
and Cavendish Drive will result in increased theft and undesirable
activities.

# Increased Noise and Traffic: Several residences indicated a concern
that the connection of the Cavendish Drive road ends will result in
increased noise and traffic.

% Cavendish Drive Improvements to Pugwash: A couple residents
would like the existing roadway and sidewalk improved.

# Tree Preservation: A few residences would like the existing tall trees to
be retained.

# Form and Character: Several residences identified that they wanted the
two single family homes and the townhomes to suit the existing single

family residences on Cavendish Drive.

# Site Grading: A few residences indicated concern that the main floor of
the new homes and site grading would be raised out of character with
the existing neighbouring properties. A couple residences cited 10533
Fundy Drive as an example of their concerns.

# Sidewalk Configuration: Several residences indicated that they wanted
the varying sidewalk configuration between the two sections of
Cavendish Drive to be improved but the opinions were split on how
best to achieve this.

# Parking: Several residences were concerned about the amount of street
side parking for Cavendish Drive. The opinions were split between
preferring no parking, to not having enough parking along Cavendish
Drive.

& Unit Height: A couple residences objected to 3 story townhome units.

In the next two weeks the project team will be meeting to review the
community feedback and determine if the development proposal can be
adjusted to suit feedback.

Please contact me if you have any questions.

PLN - 111



Yours Truly,

Core Concept Consulting Ltd.

David R. Kozak
Senior Project Manager

Page: 30of 3
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PUBLIC INFORMATION INVITATION PACKAGE
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#220 - 2639 Viking Way
Richmond, BC, V6V 3B7

Phone: 604.249.5040
Fax: 604.249.5041

Page: 10f3
File No:  CCC File #17101

June 5, 2018

To: Owner/Occupant

Subject: Notice of Public Information Meeting for the Proposed
Development of 10140-10180 No. 1 Road & 4051/4068 Cavendish
Drive (Rezoning No. 18 ~~1669)

Dear Neighbour,

Bohan Properties, the owner of the above parcel would like to extend an invitation
for you to attend a public information meeting related to a formal rezoning
application to the City of Richmond for the above subject properties.

Public Information Meeting
Location: Richmond Chinese Alliance Church
10100 No. 1 Road, Richmond
Date: June 20th, 2018
Time: 5:00pm — 8:00pm

This letter summarizes the key aspects of the proposed development and the
anticipated impact to the neighbourhood.

The site is located in between No 1 Road on the west, Cavendish Drive on the east,
single-family homes on the south, a church and a single-family home on the north
side as shown in Figure 1.

- A (8 l

| JCP MULTI-FAMILY
JCP SINGLE FAMILY

AREA UNDER OCP
AMENDMENT FROM
SINGLE FAMILY TO
MULTI-FAMILY

]
8

10100

10111

10115

10131

10135

10185

10151
[ 4 | |

1702y, | &89 =7

o

—

Figure 1. Siteplan & OCP Amendment
PLN - 114

~!



Page:
Our File:

20f3
CCC File #17101

The proposed development comprises 2 & 3 story townhouses north and west of
Cavendish Drive as well as 2 single-family lots to complete the residential
subdivision south and east of Cavendish Drive.

The proposed Cavendish Drive road layout will connect the two dead end sections
of Cavendish Drive to complete the roadway (please see Figure 2 & 3 attached).
This will provide several benefits to the neighbourhood:

# improved vehicular circulation and virtually eliminate the need for turn
arounds in private driveways;

% improved fire truck, garbage, and recycling vehicle access and circulation;

% improved fire protection once the watermains in both sections of
Cavendish Drive are connected;

# improved security and street lighting compared to the that present in the
dead-end streets.

In addition, the development is proposing a public walkway along the south edge
of the development between Cavendish Drive and No. 1 Road. We expect that this
walkway will improve pedestrian circulation in the neighbourhood as well as
access to public transit. The proposed architectural site plan is attached for your
reference (please see Figure 4).

Please note that the developer intends for the townhouses of this proposed
development to enter and exit the site through No. 1 Road with no vehicular
access to Cavendish Drive. Therefore, we expect that the proposed development
will not materially change the amount of vehicular traffic in Cavendish Drive,
although some existing residents may change their driving patterns and exit north
once the road is completed.

This application will proceed through the normal City of Richmond rezoning,
subdivision application, and public consultation process. In addition, this
application will also require an Official Community Plan (OCP) amendment from
single family to multi-family zoning for a portion of the site (see Figure 1). We
encourage you to attend the public information meeting where you can have the
opportunity to ask questions and provide constructive feedback on a less formal
setting. Should you be unable to attend the public information meeting, you can
use the attached comments page and send them to the undersigned for
consideration.

Please be advised that all comments received will be shared with the City of
Richmond for consideration and will become public information.I | I eany

questions or concern, please feel free to contact Edwin Lee from the City of
Richmond at (604) 276 4121 with reference to the Rezoning Number 18-820669.

We look forward to seeing you at the public information meeting,.
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Yours Truly,

Core Concept Consulting Ltd.

David R. Kozak

Senior Project Manager

Phone: (604) 249 5040 Fax: (604) 249 5041
Email: drkozak@coreconceptconsulting.com
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RZ18-820669 - DEVELOPMENT APPLICATION FEEDBACK

Site Address: 10140-10180 No.1 Road & 4051/4068 Cavendish Drive, Richmond, BC

Name:
Address:
Phone (Optional):

Email (Optional):
Date:

Comments:

Please Call Me to Discuss: [ ] Yes (Time: ) [] No
(Please indicate above your preferred date and time)

Please note that a copy of this Feedback Form will be copied to the City
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NOTICE DISTRIBUTION AREA
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APPENDIX C
PRESENTATION BOARDS
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APPENDIX D
SUMMARY OF FEEDBACK FORMS
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APPENDIX E
ORIGINAL FEEDBACK FORMS
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RZ18-820669 — PUBLIC INFORMATION MEETING FEEDBACK

Site Address: 10140-10180 No.1 Road & 4051 /4068 Cavendish Drive, Richmond, BC
Name: ) Do i Thansaa  Su

Address: UHolo Cuopdisll Dawrd

Phone (Optional): bos - 274 - 5098

Email (Optional):

Date: o Hewny 24 2009

The proposed development will involve amending the City of Richmond Official
Community Plan for a portion of the parcel from Single Family to Multi-Family to allow
townhouses along the eastern portion of the property. Do you support this amendment?

Yes No [] Unsure [ ]

Comments:

The proposed development will involve connecting both dead ends of Cavendish Drive.
Do you support this proposal?

Yes IX No [ ] Unsure [ ]

Comments:

A@ML&M&Q&M@WM% /ﬁmww amd pov M% cwrell ondronad,
f’m«hu

Conis o AT aitle of 0 Ludd meoltd blooh WLJV of Plo Trsgpe. . Tlarfore
MMW% ot elonn Tt A28l A L83 el ol adgurn, oo Eo 7zl’cw1 /_U-UW

The proposed development will involve the addition of 2 new single-family lots. Do you
support this proposal?

Yes <] No [] Unsure [ |

Comments:
P/wvwm 5”“‘{/ coned ﬂa«&zﬂ;;/fl %ﬁﬂmm v Ty 2oy

Please note that a copy of this II:-;eIe_dback Fg;n will be copied to the City




RZ18-820669 — PUBLIC INFORMATION MEETING FEEDBACK

The proposed development is planning on constructing a new, public sidewalk along the
new Cavendish Drive. Do you support this proposal?

YesE No D Unsure D

Comments:

Bulld 414 stidescoalls o Yo 2ol ity of s At memox,mwy&
1%%&% ‘%QM______M&.,‘

‘o 02 ong doan el el & dappa T

m il £ e . )
g dm%*if "ﬁ?ﬁ":’fz%@mw 44

The proposed development is planning on construction a new, public walkway that
connects Cavendish Drive to No. 1 Road. Do you support this proposal?

YesE No D Unsure D

Comments:

Do you support the proposed building heights?

Yes No [ ] Unsure ||
Comments:

T/A_L ﬂ&w& Ao A thpe any Mlmgn oW Bl Aust, M\Wé’ 455 w&z»duaj L Hpoltd

od 4G Cavendisl Dry ST ol do WM,%W esighty dﬁ Thoas Akl
Lon . o The g Aoiyld as 2o madlibens',

Do you support the proposed setbacks? (Distance between building and property line).

Yes I___l No |___| Unsure E

Comments:

Wﬁj\mﬂ,dow ALy mm_&zMaJ;M%#Dl{'D amel
Ha e Lowtndif ., I o Ao M}W Ao ose Fle golfasle aa

o) MVWMJ /9470441:7 “

Please note that a copy of this Feedback Form will be copied to the City
PLN - 138




RZ18-820669 — PUBLIC INFORMATION MEETING FEEDBACK

What kind of Architectural style would you like to see on this site?

Other recommendations or suggestion:

Please note that a copy of this Feedback Form will be copied to the City
PLN -139




RZ18-820669 — PUBLIC INFORMATION MEETING FEEDBACK

Site Address: 10140-10180 No.1 Boad & 4051/4068 Cavendish Drive, Richmond, BC
Name: /\!/‘“( ( /(/ A/’/g/)
Address: L/Op? é /56 C//(/VLQ/(F/T @/"

Phone (Optional): COY-\ I8¢ Y
Email (Optional): M/\/.{Z@@/ﬁ)AQ g1 /ﬁo’h/l

Date: h/l/VVlf 026;//(?

The proposed development will involve amending the City of Richmond Official
Community Plan for a portion of the parcel from Single Family to Multi-Family to allow
townhouses along the eastern portion of the property. Do you support this amendment?

Yes [ ] M Unsure [ |

Comj;intszw/w Qe /747// //(47/ W‘%{é/[’%/

7%0 /)/’ (CF qﬁ/ ot s //9/'0%7?6”74/ /L\!i/@/; 02?/ |
i e ll w8 pecte Jhempee wﬁ%( v

The proposed development will involve connecting both ead ends of Cavendish Drive.

Do you support this proposal? g
Yes [ | No @/ Unsure [_]

L . bl to ffoey

i7 ocer
/4

The proposed development will involve the addition, of 2 new single-family lots, Do you
support this proposal?

Yes [ | No [D/ Unsure | |

Comments:

Please note that a copy of this Feedback Form will be copied to the City
PLN - 140




RZ18-820669 - PUBLIC INFORMATION MEETING FEEDBACK

The proposed development is planning on constructing a new, public sidewalk along the
new Cavendish Drive. Do you suppott this proposal?

Yes[ ] No Unsure [_]

Comments:

The proposed development is planning on construction a new, public walkway that
connects Cavendish Drive to No. 1 Road. Do you support this proposal?

Yes[ ] Unsure [ ]
Comments:
Do you support the proposed building heights?

Yes [ ] No Unsure [ ]

Comments:

Do you support the proposed setbacks? (Distance be éen building and property line).
Yes [ | No Unsure [_|

Comments:

Please note that a copy of this Feedback Form will be copied to the City
PLN - 141




RZ18-820669 — PUBLIC INFORMATION MEETING FEEDBACK

What kind of Architectural style would you like to see on this site?

Otherrewendat ;)0; iu/ / jon //L[ é? /,,/ y //7 |
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Please note that a copy of this Feedback Form will be copied to the City
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RZ18-820669 - PUBLIC INFORMATION MEETING FEEDBACK

Site Address: 10140-10180 No.1 Road & 4051/4068 Cavendish Drive, Richmond, BC
Name: KZT}L_..»;Z’M;,L,‘L ; f%,él (= é\ /';l../
Address: ‘/'/ Cl6 Cavea< A >t

Phone (Optional):

Email (Optional):
Date: epe 20, 287y

The proposed development will involve amending the City of Richmond Official
Community Plan for a portion of the parcel from Single Family to Multi-Family to allow
townhouses along the eastern portion of the property. Do you support this amendment?

Yes [ | No w Unsure ||

Comments:

The proposed development will involve connecting both dead ends of Cavendish Drive.
Do you support this proposal?

Yes [ | No sz - Unsure [_]

Comments:

The proposed development will involve the addition of 2 new single-family lots. Do you
support this proposal?

Yes[ | No Ef‘ Unsure | |

Comments:

Please note that a copy of this Feedback Form will be copied to the City
PLN - 143



RZ18-820669 — PUBLIC INFORMATION MEETING FEEDBACK

The proposed development is planning on constructing a new, public sidewalk along the
new Cavendish Drive, Do you suppotrt this proposal? '

Yes| | No E Unsure [

Comments:

The proposed development is planning on construction a new, public walkway that
connects Cavendish Drive to No. 1 Road. Do you support this proposal?

Yes[ | No JZ( Unsure [_|

Comments:

Do you support the proposed building heights?
Yes| | No Unsure [

Comments:;

Do you support the proposed setbacks? (Distance between building and property line).

Yes[ | No jﬁ Unsure ||

Comments:

Please note that a copy of this Feedback Form will be copied to the City
PLN - 144




RZ18-820669 ~ PUBLIC INFORMATION MEETING FEEDBACK

What kind of Architectural style would you like to see on this site?

Other recommendations or suggestion:

Please note that a copy of this Feedback Form will be copied to the City
PLN - 145




RZ18-820669 - PUBLIC INFORMATION MEETING FEEDBACK

Site Address: 10140-10180 No.1 Road & 4051/4068 Cavendish Drive, Richmond, BC
Name: —., ] -
Address: (2219 %Wl‘ P(- -

Phone (Optional): _&ol - foo — [S7¥
Email (Optional): _€l0§ pg @ il o
Date: | e 25" Dol

The proposed development will involve amending the City of Richmond Official
Community Plan for a portion of the parcel from Single Family to Multi-Family to allow
townhouses along the eastern portion of the property. Do you support this amendment?

Yes[ | . No [X Unsure [_]
Comments:
2y §~6/¢# sl _enyironment comerrn . 1 gherel Y pb_yert Sotpport
Thi's  pumerdpmend

The proposed development will involve connecting both dead ends of Cavendish Drive.
Do you support this proposal?

Yes[ | No [X] Unsure [ |

Comments: ]
/.%w Hlow 50 bnits W"'//:Lw‘[v(@g{ here . b thic gpuendoelit fobe syl .
/O/;',zl;wmn,;' Quie o [t _ype)inl oy be pace op Loyendich Dive then 4 prjet
)e ¢{,~“n“shal «

The proposed development will involve the addition of 2 new single-family lots. Do you
support this proposal?

Yes[] No [ ] Unsure ¥/

Comments:

Please note that a copy of this Feedback Form will be copied to the City
PLN - 146




RZ18-820669 — PUBLIC INFORMATION MEETING FEEDBACK

The proposed development is planning on constructing a new, public sidewalk along the
new Cavendish Drive. Do you support this proposal?

Yes [ ] No [X] Unsure [_|

Comments:

The proposed development is planning on construction a new, public walkway that
connects Cavendish Drive to No. 1 Road. Do you support this proposal?

Yes [ | No [X] Unsure [ ]

Comments:
I cpu et suppevt Any proposa| relpte with )@Ln.‘(p{/)g‘ o)
¥ C‘““/‘je éévwn,;((‘sl—\ @ml\}_z N

Do you support the proposed building heights?

Yes[ | No [X] Unsure [_|

Comments;

Do you support the proposed setbacks? (Distance between building and property line).

Yes [ | No E ~ Unsure [ ]

Comments;

Please note that a copy of this Feedback Form will be copied to the City
PLN - 147




RZ18-820669 - PUBLIC INFORMATION MEETING FEEDBACK

What kind of Architectural style would you like to see on this site?

Other recommendations or suggestion:

“This DQMP@S‘!«( onbs,lt  talle orhak Fhe Greers ZJ%@ a-é\
Ayees g Grovved e pen  indes O amenclaent s Do
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Please note that a copy of this Feedback Form will be copied to the City
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RZ18-820669 — PUBLIC INFORMATION MEETING FEEDBACK

Site Address: 10140-10180 No.1 Road & 4051/4068 Cavendish Drive, Richmond, BC
Name: o Wisisen

Address: & - Ui 77 Plouinid Puice

Phone (Optional): LA D72 [ 746

Email (Optional): pvicile d i lsin (@ belmud. e

Date: (Gl io

The proposed development will involve amending the City of Richmond Official
Community Plan for a portion of the parcel from Single Family to Multi-Family to allow
townhouses along the eastern portion of the property. Do you support this amendment?

Yes[ ] No [«]” Unsure ||

Comments:

Ty e o7 ; . — - e N X o e s TR Sy
PReres T pmMAINTA GalluE FARyY DWELLNG S FRENTIVE,

PP . . g . b Y A e S s AT T NN
CAVENDSH 4 "‘U)”\'/Q (il CLdfend] CHAOA CTECL OF THE DRIVE

The proposed development will involve connecting both dead ends of Cavendish Drive.
Do you support this proposal?

Yes ’7 No [ ] Unsure [}

Comments:
U BT AR ABeh T EnCRERSED  TERFEIC A A RESULT

The proposed development will involve the addition of 2 new single-family lots. Do you
support this proposal?

Yes|[ | No [ ] Unsure [¢]

Comments;

T A CandeEPicn AR THE  Polealiia o0 O THE Thil TEsES

WOTHE AREA A NECaGau B HoL)  LANDIMARE
7

Please note that a copy of this Feedback Form will be copied to the City
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RZ18-820669 - PUBLIC INFORMATION MEETING FEEDBACK

The proposed development is planning on constructing a new, public sidewalk along the
new Cavendish Drive. Do you support this proposal?

Yes E*j/ No [] Unsure [_|

Comments:

The proposed development is planning on construction a new, public walkway that
connects Cavendish Drive to No. 1 Road. Do you support this proposal?

Yes No [ ] Unsure [_|

Comments:

Do you support the proposed building heights?
Yes [ | No [ ] Unsure []

Comments:

Do you support the proposed setbacks? (Distance between building and property line).

Yes [ | No [ ] Unsure /

Comments:

Please note that a copy of this Feedback Form will be copied to the City |
PLN - 150 [



RZ18-820669 - PUBLIC INFORMATION MEETING FEEDBACK

What kind of Architectural style would you like to see on this site?

T NI 7y P , — SN . S
JRADI T IURAL PEMDivig Wi MY s ¢ SGTES
, \ ,

Other recommendations or suggestion:

Please note that a copy of this Feedback Form will be copied to the City
PLN - 151




RZ18-820669 —~ PUBLIC INFORMATION MEETING FEEDBACK

Site Address: 10140-10180 No.1 Road & 4051/4068 Cavendish Drive, Richmond, BC
Name: TK /\//(( (<,

Address: (0(EE Pusgigash P L

Phone (Optional): bod ~ 444 - £

Email (Optional):

Date:

The proposed development will involve amending the City of Richmond Official
Community Plan for a portion of the parcel from Single Family to Multi-Family to allow
townhouses along the eastern portion of the property. Do you support this amendment?

Yes [ | No E Unsure ||

Comments:

'Dv‘%}(e uldt. Ay aceens Ahi churel  ( Nadko aede )

The proposed development will involve connecting both dead ends of Cavendish Drive.
Do you support this proposal?

Yes[ | No [X Unsure ||

Comments:

childpen Like o Mﬂ:’[ ol df&m( el 1Foady,

e CIT_Cam Pcﬁ’a@ﬁ fﬂ §‘M7MC ot

The proposed development will involve the addition of 2 new single-family lots. Do you
support this proposal?

Yes[ | No Ij Unsure [ ]

Comments:

}\/ g MCM AR A?’VTI/,%M/{ w2lan. A V3

gf;:fg_cﬁ (/’LCQLM(A/_Li ’ﬂ; Al %I MQKQ% Uin e
NoxTho
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Please note that a copy of this Feedback Form will be copied to the City
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RZ18-820669 — PUBLIC INFORMATION MEETING FEEDBACK

The proposed development is planning on constructing a new, public sidewalk along the
new Cavendish Drive, Do you support this proposal?

Yes [ | No [ ] Unsure [ ]

Comments;

A lr/h&r% ﬁw acele Mﬂ% /M cn)‘(/w% /7? Mm}—
/V\/CJ\/‘U\/ 16(/\( aq cé/\/iimoc\? Az C/M/\/V-r’//;l

The proposed development is planning on construction a new, public walkway that
connects Cavendish Drive to No. 1 Road. Do you support this proposal?

Yes [ | No E‘ Unsure ||

Comments:

N ST /,M\&(J? D AT g /()M /(E(P//'(,

;{}w cxc%,n/bﬁ LA, C/ﬁll\v/'y\g/!/\g

Do you support the proposed building heights?

Yes[ | No [ ] Unsure /Z]

Comments:

Do you support the proposed setbacks? (Distance between building and property line).

Yes|[ | No [ ] Unsure W

Comments:

Please note that a copy of this Feedback Form will be copied to the City
PLN - 153




RZ18-820669 — PUBLIC INFORMATION MEETING FEEDBACK

What kind of Architectural style would you like to see on this site?

Ao htssz s ik, Capenddbo

Other recommendations or suggestion:

Please note that a copy of this Feedback Form will be copied to the City
PLN - 154




RZ18-820669 - PUBLIC INFORMATION MEETING FEEDBACK

Site Address: 10140-10180 No.1 Road & 4051/4068 Cavendish Drive, Richmond, BC
Name: Y ' 4
Address:
Phone (Optional); Lo Y-=20) ~1§E 708~ 4889663

Email (Optional): Kfyon @ Yoo, com . Yarx. 75& bV At co
Date: \Srie. 20, 208

The proposed development will involve amending the City of Richmond Official
Community Plan for a portion of the parcel from Single Family to Multi-Family to allow
townhouses along the eastern portion of the property. Do you support this amendment?

Yes|[ | No m Unsure [_]

Comments: "ﬁhﬂe/ﬁ/ Pmpeel” w
/%fu/;//zfyé' Mudtr= ooty fpoes will fasdy He puent Ac’/p(/m/ poel }ZL C. priraes /

3 . - tzﬂ* Latl e vw/ b ot w»{m/ Ll G ety ENVIpe
i be dika v PAFEEEETITALY TR Ao prrittes/ s Shffor ot G
4 f % i 2 = < z4 / . » " i
¢ /’ /k m ‘,‘_f:m_,,,_;:, ﬁﬂfﬁéz:wzﬁiff, A/{/j //; /e e/ A)/’%f«?}/ J’U\// /z{&d "}/\A’Ap’
The proposed development will invol{e connecting both dead ends of Cavendish Drive, play & :
Do you support this proposal? andl Mr’z/
pilf fe- g

Yes D No JE/ Unsure [:] Loneen -

Comments:

/ 7é éﬂﬁ( ends Al ponwe, /‘Zp/ O’ p g,\g([ﬂ,, Aol 04l perorn G) 2) /'W/% Za

@_L/_p v osl, /éﬁg ol 7;4»%:714%%« //;// ef Jc py woder o pewl o o ffn/ it
b the pre p-house’ The Prstepg On Nel, el i aleo fimitat el +Hue ot sl placeds
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Sehovfs mnol Commtolsy apss asgad r buiklivy-poalt? - fm "y Aotge _ A0 Y ,;é uz;/ e ct Ij,dw
The proposed development will involve the addition of 2 new smgle-famlly lots. Do you_ fowel

%ww m‘

support this proposal?

'@f A-réd

Yes D No I:' Unsurez/

Comments:

Please note that a copy of this Feedback Form will be copied to the City
PLN - 155




RZ18-820669 - PUBLIC INFORMATION MEETING FEEDBACK

The proposed development is planning on constructing a new, pubhc sidewalk along the
new Cavendish Drive. Do you support this proposal? L:é%@

Yes [] No Unsure [_]
: :Z".”:_Zg?ir»" A1/ Mé’/’/?’/l we 4l ﬁ/zt@ Lonppend Aceess 10 m
ﬂ(ﬁézx W e v Jiwanmyf’ Aocess G phreved cvel pHet” spime ﬁwwﬂ/’

Plitole 4%'17//1////'{

,.Azé} W coed ReVIHy pper” Envieqence
ropf c( vel ent is planning on construction a new, public walkway that
connects avendis

~1Road-De-you-support-this-proposal?

Yes [ ] No /B/ Unsure [_]

\lCommentsz

Do you support the proposed building heights?

Yes|[ | No /Zr Unsure [_]

Comments:

@nu,u/tj Lonin) S oSt p% Lo e ﬁ/z/.zu arl. A 7@4?»/
—ML—Z&MJW ) A mvﬁa.w/ /mé/lf /eﬁgy Nﬂj%/w
vz

Do you support the proposed setbacks? (Distance between building and property line).

Yes [_] No Q/ Unsure [_|

Comments:

/JD/TZ\—/‘A?’/" %1 / oAger

Please note that a copy of thiifliﬁbackl E%'m will be copied to the City




RZ18-820669 — PUBLIC INFORMATION MEETING FEEDBACK

What kind of Architectural style would you like to see on this site?
7_/;, = /,_/27/ N /’2@/;/2/&7’” /72{;&%// /{m/,o/ 9’;6#,/@ \
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Other recommendations or suggestion:

Please note that a copy of this &Eﬁac_kfg-,n will be copied to the City




RZ18-820669 — PUBLIC INFORMATION MEETING FEEDBACK

Site Address: 10140-10180 No.1 Road & 4051/4068 Cavendish Drive, Richmond, BC
Name: Anne laire MASSSH/

Address: [ O XZ’ )OUC,. uwWASH 7

Phone (Optional):

Email (Optional):

Date: VJU/’Q QD /QO/Y

The proposed development will involve amending the City of Richmond Official
Community Plan for a portion of the parcel from Single Family to Multi-Family to allow
townhouses along the eastern portion of the property. Do you support this amendment?

Yes [ No [ ] Unsure [ ]

Comments:

The proposed development will involve connecting both dead ends of Cavendish Drive.
Do you support this proposal?

Yes @x No m Unsure [_]
Comments:

(danechns /}\p SMﬁB cbe, rot- Ommclx Cu/M }JWAJ&

_J
(Cnon_on $hees /’wmfj \Rm()\*@j

The proposed development will involve the addition of 2 new single-family lots. Do you
suppotrt this proposal?

Yes [_] No 12 Unsure [_]

Comments:

Please note that a copy of this Feedback Form will be copied to the City
PLN - 158




RZ18-820669 - PUBLIC INFORMATION MEETING FEEDBACK

The proposed development is planning on constructing a new, public sidewalk along the
new Cavendish Drive. Do you support this proposal?

Yes [ | No @ Unsure ||

Comments:

The proposed development is planning on construction a new, public walkway that
connects Cavendish Drive to No. 1 Road. Do you support this proposal?

YesJE No [ ] Unsure [_]

Comments:

Do you support the proposed building heights?

Yes |X] No [ ] Unsure ||

Comments:

Do you suppott the proposed setbacks? (Distance between building and property line).

Yes[ | No [] Unsure [ZI

Comments:

Qneia _on [i¢s Zw/’y Kot Jogy I
Gremuz/t/j JS Q) ISeue

Please note that a copy of this Feedback Form will be copied to the City
PLN - 159




RZ18-820669 - PUBLIC INFORMATION MEETING FEEDBACK

What kind of Architectural style would you like to see on this site?

Other recommendations or suggestion: ;

{A»Qﬁui) ‘,ZV‘COQ C \/Q,ma motue and Buyd Hy 'OMA/LL/i )

Please note that a copy of this FﬁeﬁﬁCk I;‘logﬁ will be copied to the City




RZ18-820669 — PUBLIC INFORMATION MEETING FEEDBACK

Site Address: 10140-10180 No.1 Road & 4051/4068 Cavendish Drive, Richmond, BC
Name: T@S’ EOH Lo
Address: [o [ OO Ne . | ‘(6'11?6

Phone (Optional):
Email (Optional): —(-/ﬁ’V\/O) Ar.?},lzq £) Cfnsy :% AV
Date: D09 F - LD ~"20

The proposed development will involve amending the City of Richmond Official
Community Plan for a portion of the parcel from Single Family to Multi-Family to allow
townhouses along the eastern portion of the property. Do you support this amendment?

y
Yes [\/] No [] Unsure [_]

Comments:

The proposed development will involve connecting both dead ends of Cavendish Drive.
Do you support this proposal?

Yes IQ/ No [ ] Unsure [_]

Comments:

The proposed development will involve the addition of 2 new single-family lots. Do you
support this proposal?

Yes No [] Unsure [_]

Comments:

Please note that a copy of this Feedback Form will be copied to the City
PLN - 161




RZ18-820669 — PUBLIC INFORMATION MEETING FEEDBACK

The proposed development is planning on constructing a new, public sidewalk along the
new Cavendish Drive. Do you support this proposal?

Yes EZ/ No [ ] Unsure ||

Comments:

The proposed development is planning on construction a new, public walkway that
connects Cavendish Drive to No. 1 Road. Do you support this proposal?

Yes @/ No [ ] Unsure [_|

Comments:

Do you support the proposed building heights?
Yes / No D Unsure D

Comments:

Do you support the proposed setbacks? (Distance between building and property line).
@/ No D Unsure D

Yes

Comments:

Please note that a copy of this Feedback Form will be copied to the City
PLN - 162




RZ18-820669 — PUBLIC INFORMATION MEETING FEEDBACK

What kind of Architectural style would you like to see on this site?

Other recommendations or suggestion:

Please note that a copy of this Fﬁgii_bﬂfk P,f;éqéwill be copied to the City




RZ18-820669 - PUBLIC INFORMATION MEETING FEEDBACK

Site Address: 10140-10180 No.1 Road & 4051/4068 Cavendish Drive, Richmond, BC
Name: (T\O\ &C{\)LN) £0
Address: 3333 coqitlre  wayy

3
Phone (Optional): _Gol- ¢of -~ LIIE
Email (Optional): H a\ﬂ(i\)( wlen @ outlocts . Com
Date: une . 20, 20(%

The proposed development will involve amending the City of Richmond Official
Community Plan for a portion of the parcel from Single Family to Multi-Family to allow
townhouses along the g¢astern portion of the property. Do you support this amendment?

No [] Unsure [_]

Yes

Comments:

The proposed development will involve connecting both dead ends of Cavendish Drive.
Do you support this proposal?

Yes No [ ] Unsure [_]

Comments:

The proposed development will involve the addition of 2 new single-family lots. Do you
support this proposal?

Yes No [ ] Unsure ||

Comments;

Please note that a copy of this Feedback Fortn will be copied to the City
Py |e_ C % 21 4 Y




RZ18-820669 — PUBLIC INFORMATION MEETING FEEDBACK

The proposed development is planning on constructing a new, public sidewalk along the
new Cavendish Drive, Do you support this proposal?

Yes @/ No [ ] Unsure [ |

Comments:

The proposed development is planning on construction a new, public walkway that
connects Cavendish Drive to No. 1 Road. Do you support this proposal?

Yes IE/ No [ ] Unsure [ ]

Comments;

Do you support the proposed building heights?
Yes No D Unsure |:|

Comments:

Do you support the proposed setbacks? (Distance between building and property line).
Yes No [ ] Unsure [ ]

Comments:

Please note that a copy of this Biiiwclc Ii%g will be copied to the City




RZ18-820669 — PUBLIC INFORMATION MEETING FEEDBACK

What kind of Architectural style would you like to see on this site?

°_todeca—arsthedlCe pLoie al
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Other recommenrdations or suggestions

centtal  atrconditton

Please note that a copy of this Feedback Form will be copied to the City
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RZ18-820669 — PUBLIC INFORMATION MEETING FEEDBACK

Site Address: 10140-10180 No.1 Road & 4051/4068 Cavendish Drive, Richmond, BC
Name: C@NNO e~ Yuen

Address: 5553 Copvedle Wity

Phone (Optional): 18 a9 37463

Email (Optional):

Date: Ao 20 2oy

The proposed development will involve amending the City of Richmond Official
Community Plan for a portion of the parcel from Single Family to Multi-Family to allow
townhouses along the eastern portion of the property. Do you support this amendment?

Yes No [] Unsure [ ]

Comments:

The proposed development will involve connecting both dead ends of Cavendish Drive.
Do you support this proposal?

Yes D/ No [ ] Unsure [ ]

Comments:

The proposed development will involve the addition of 2 new single-family lots. Do you
support this proposal?

Yes fz/ No [ ] Unsure [ ]

Comments:

Please note that a copy of this ck Foryg will be copied to the City
P BRI 18




RZ18-820669 — PUBLIC INFORMATION MEETING FEEDBACK

The proposed development is planning on constructing a new, public sidewalk along the
new Cavendish Drive.Bo.»you support this proposal?

Yes [Z/ No [ ] Unsure [_]

Comments:

The proposed development is planning on construction a new, public walkway that
connects Cavendish Drive to No. 1 Road. Do you support this proposal?

Yes E/ No [ ] Unsure ||

Comments:

Do you support the proposed building heights?
Yes No [] Unsure [_]

Comments:

Do you support the proposed setbacks? (Distance between building and property line).
ﬁE/P No [ ] Unsure ||

Yes

Comments:

Please note that a copy of this Feedbac Forén will be copied to the City




RZ18-820669 ~ PUBLIC INFORMATION MEETING FEEDBACK

What kind of Architectural style would you like to see on this site?

Other recommendations or suggestion:

Please note that a copy of this Feedback Form will be copied to the City
PLN - 169



David Kozak

From: Ernesto & Flora Lopez <ernie_flora@hotmail.com>
Sent: Monday, July 09, 2018 2:58 PM

To: David Kozak

Subject: Development Application Feedback

Dear Mr. Kozak,

RE: R718-820669 - DEVELOPMENT APPLICATION FEEDBACK

Site address: 10140-10180 No. 1 Road & 4051/4068 Cavendish Drive, Richmond, BC

Name: Ernesto & Flora Lopez
Address: 4104 Cavendish Dr., Richmond
Date: July 9, 2018

Comments:

Hello, we were unable to attend the public information meeting that occurred on June 20, however we would
still like to provide our feedback. We have lived in this cul-de-sac for 16 years and have enjoyed a quiet,

safe, no-through road neighbourhood. Our concerns now are regarding more traffic flow (pedestrians/cars)
and safety. Should this proposal be approved we wish to see the following recommendations take effect and
be provided by our tax dollars. To provide safety measures regarding more people coming in and out of our
neighbourhood we strongly recommend having numerous bright lamp-posts throughout the pathways and
possibly cameras. This is to deter and discourage any illegal/dangerous activities as sometimes there are
people that drug-deal or break and enter in neighbourhoods that are really dark at night, and have an easy
way to get in/out. Having bright lights and a couple of cameras throughout the pathways and streets we feel
strongly would discourage such activities at night. This is a relatively safe neighbourhood full of children and
we hope to keep it this way for many more years. We would appreciate a copy of this email be sent to Edwin
Lee from the City of Richmond.

Sincerely,
Ernesto & Flora Lopez

PLN+170



RZ18-820669 - DEVELOPMENT APPLICATION FEEDBACK

Site Address: 10140 - 10180 No.1 Road & 4051/4068 Cavendish Drive
Richmond

Name: Monica Melvin

Address: 4084 Cavendish Drive

Date: June 20, 2018

| am concerned about proposed development and rezoning application put forth
by Core Concept Consulting Ltd. for these reasons:

1)

Thére is very limited information on the handout as to how the plot of land
wilt be developed, there needs to be further drawings and explanations about
the style and type of houses and townhouses. Will the architecture match
what is currently in the neighbourhood?

If a developer is building into an existing neighbourhood they should be
aware of the surroundings and build homes that will be harmonious to the
neighbourhood. All the houses on Cavendish West, Cavendish North and
Pugwash are 2 story homes. Building 3 story townhouses will not fit in or be
harmonious to the street. There should only be 2 story homes and
townhouses.

The pedestrian walkway should not be included, it will bring vagrants and
allow people to wander though our neighbourhood which might increase the
crime rate. Right now, we have a very safe and private street due to the dead
end. With this development, our privacy will be lost.

If the road of Cavendish Drive is joined, then the traffic will increase. The
parishioners from the Chinese Alliance Church and people in the
neighbourhood will use the parking on the extended Cavendish Road and
due to the curve this will not be safe as cars will be parked on both sides.
Drivers will not be able to see who is coming around the curved corner. This
could cause an increase in accidents.

PLN - 171




David Kozak

From: Rick Michaels <RickMichaels@Shaw.ca>

Sent: Sunday, June 10, 2018 8:08 PM

To: Lee Edwin

Subject: Rezoning 18-820669 - Nol Rd & Cavendish Dr.

Hi Edwin, my name is Rick Michaels and | live at 4028 Cavendish Dr. We received a redevelopment package for this
rezoning together with an invite to a public information meeting on June 20th. The plans are too preliminary to provide
meaningful feedback at this time. Information in these meetings can be quite varied in level of detail and not complete
to the degree necessary to properly evaluate its impact. Hence writing to you now before the meeting to request
specific pieces of information that will assist me in formulating a proper opinion. Do you provide electronic access to
rezoning applications and plans as is done in Vancouver? If not can you please arrange for electronic access to these
plans for public viewing either thru the City or the applicant? The items | wish to gain a proper understanding of may
take longer to figure out than provided for in a crowded noisy information meeting.

The information | am most interested in at the moment is the following:
4068 Cavendish Drive and the new lot west of 4040 Cavendish

1) Will the site grading be raised above that existing or will the current grading which is compatible with neighbouring
sites be the maximum permitted?

2) Will the building form massing and design including setbacks, height in feet and storeys be required to be the same as
the neighbouring sites?

3} Will the drawings at the information meeting clearly show site grading, the maximum permitted envelope, setbacks
and design criteria including adequate design details to evaluate shadowing and privacy/ overlook into neighbouring
residences?

4) What will be the extent of the sidewalk and road repairs on Cavendish Drive between the development site and
Pugwash Place. Tree root damage at the west end of the current street is significant and posing tripping hazards and
some drainage issues.

5) What will be the degree of boulevard improvement/change in front of the existing houses of 4039, 4037, 4028 and
4040.

6) | recall on your service maps that the current east-west sanitary line in the rear yards of 4040 and 4028 and 10215
Pugwash turns north-south immediately west of 4040. Will this north-south leg and what appears to be a manhole {in

plan ) be relocated or will it remain with an easement required for a portion of the east side yard of the new north-south
fot?

4 TOWNHOUSE BLOCKS ON THE WEST SIDE OF NEW CAVENDISH EXTENSION

1) What will be the finish grade of the site in this part of the development site. | appreciate that the west side buildings
on No 1 will be on a raised grade to meet No. 1 Rd but happens thereafter and at Cavendish Dr.?

2) What will be the maximum permitted height of the three storeys.

3} Similar to 3 above. Form, massing, site planning, design criteria?
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4) Same as 5 what exactly is being proposed biting that boulevard treatment between the two Cavendish Drives are not
the same. They were at one time until City had to to remove the majority of the trees because of the significant root
damage to driveways, sidewalks and curbs ( Qualico which built this subdivision in the early 80’s planted maples in
undersized landscape pockets between buildings and other hardscape. The longer Cavendish landscape is not the same
as the shorter one and now we will have this new middle section. How will this potentially eclectic circumstance be
handled? Digressing for a moment - | have never understood the logic of sidewalks not being continuous from street
end to street end? This will be the case here — what is the science and logic for switching sidewalks midblock from one
side of the street to the other?

5) The most northerly 2 two storey townhouses have significant facades directly facing the the only open spaces and
some of the major windows of 4039. A 3m setback is shown. However even without the detailed plans this seems to be
a severe impact to that existing residence and its open spaces and some of its windows and rooms. The sketch graphics
show the proposed building to be set back from the 3m setback by about another 1.5 m. If this is the case then why not
increase the setback to the setback shown on the sketch. Again it would be helpful to have detailed information on
those buildings for the 4039 property owners to evaluate impact to their site.

My major concern at the moment is that the site grading along Cavendish is not raised to any new higher standard and
matches that on both existing portions of Cavendish Dr. The house siting and design criteria for the two new lots be
consistent with the existing built forms on Cavendish with due respect to shadowing, privacy/overlook. The street and
boulevard treatments of the three sections of Cavendish be blended and harmonious not three eclectic compositions
from three eras of landscape thinking. The townhouse form along Cavendish be neighbourly with and compatible and
respectful interfaces with existing development.

Figure 2 of the package delivered is missing a property line between 4026 and 10215. One more question, the road
alignment in figure 2 shows that the new piece of Cavendish will be skewed to the east and not aligned in the typical
fashion with the other two sections of Cavendish — why? Why not have a wider bulge at the turn noting there will be
more cars on the street and it isn’t an atypical quiet street with the church traffic. The Church traffic and parking will
probably increase with a fully developed road and proper pedestrian access to No. 1 RD. Have no issues with the church
traffic and parking, they are great neighbours; however lets make this as safe as possible and easy for two way traffic to
manage the corner. Lets not after the fact have to lose street parking to manage atypical traffic on this street. Visitors to
our future new neighbours plus some of the new residents will also make use of the street frontage for their parking,
and rightly so. They are entitled just like anyone else. So how about maxing out the number of spaces available plus
increase the safety margin accordingly. The current schematic of the street seems to fall short in regards to these
considerations? A wider turn similar to that at the other end of Cavendish { maybe not to the same extreme ) might
help or some other street geometry?

Thank you for time and patience.
Rick Michaels
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ATTACHMENT 11

YAMAMOTO ARCHITECTURE

DATE —

September 16th, 2019

TO — PROJECT —
City of Richmond 10140 - 10180 No. 1 Road &
4051 & 4068 Cavendish Drive
6911 No. 3 Road Richmond, BC
Richmond, BC, V6Y 2C1
ATTN — PROJECT NO —
Edwin Lee RZ 18-820669

Summary of Public Information Meeting — Number Two
10140 - 10180 No. 1 Road and 4051 and 4068 Cavendish Drive
City File: RZ 18-820669

Dear Edwin,

A second Public information Meeting for the proposed 35 unit townhouse and 2 single family lot development
located at 10140 - 10180 No. 1 Road and 4051 and 4068 Cavendish Drive (City File RZ 18-820669) was held
between 5.00pm and 8.00pm on June 26, 2019 at the Richmond Chinese Alliance Church located at 10100 No. 1
Road.

Core Concepts Consulting Ltd. Prepared a Public Information Meeting invitation including a document outlining
the synopsis of the proposed development. The invitation packages were hand- delivered by Bohan
Developments staff to the residences in the vicinity of the proposed development on June 12", 2019. Please
refer to Appendix A for the Public Information Invitation Package and Appendix B for the map defining the notice
distribution area.

There are 53 single family homes and 53 residences and the church in the notice distribution area. 12
residences in the notice distribution area attended the second Public Information Meeting (11%). Two residents
attended the second Public Information Meeting who had not attended the first one.

Attendees of the meeting were greeted upon entry and encouraged to sign the attendance sheet. 12 attendees
were formally recorded on the attendance sheet but often one signature actually represented households with
multiple household members in attendance. We estimate a total turn out of 20 people.

The attendees were free to examine a series of presentation boards (20 boards in total) and Mr Steven Yang
(Bohan Developments) and Brian Sheehan (Yamamoto Architecture) were available to address any questions
raised by the attendees in either small informal groups or one-on-one as preferred by the attendee. Refer to
Appendix C for a reduced copy of the Presentation Boards displayed.

Each participant was provided a feedback form that they complete at the meeting or which they could take
home and complete at their leisure. As part of the second Public Information Meeting the presentation boards
and feedback were made available to attendees on the Bohan Development website.
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YAMAMOTO ARCHITECTURE

As of September 6™, we compiled 7 feedback forms and 2 independent emails. A table summarizing each of the
feedback forms received and our synopsis of the comments received is included in Appendix D. The synopses
provided for each feedback form addresses what we interpret to be the key points raised by the Attendee. Not
all points are necessarily addressed or identified. The reader should peruse each of the feedback forms to
establish their own interpretation of the tone and content of the feedback forms supplied in Appendix E.

Overall a majority of the attendees were in support of the design changes that were made and felt that their
feedback / concerns from the first Public Information Meeting were addressed. There were still one or two
issues that were of most concern to them.

Public Walkway Between No. 1 Road & Cavendish Drive

Majority of attendees supported the proposal for the walkway connection between No.17 Road and Cavendish
Drive after reviewing the design and landscape drawings. There two residence that still maintained their
concerns that the construction of the public walkway would result in an increase in crime and undesirable
activities,

Single Family Lots

Feedback from the attendees with regards to the singie family lots were side yard setbacks to be increased to
reduce shadowing and reducing the front yard setback to provide larger rear yard spaces to each single-family
lot.

Trees Preservation / Planting

Attendees were able to review the landscape / tree management boards and understand the existing mature
trees which are being retained and rationale for a large number of trees being removed. Attendees requested for
street trees to be planted along the Cavendish Drive connection with the species matching the current city
trees. Attendees would also prefer slow growing planting and non-invasive trees with wide spread root bases.
The community feedback has been reviewed and the proposal has been adjusted to suit.

Please contact me if you have any questions

Best Regards,

Brian Sheehan

202 - 33 East 8th Avenue Vancouver, BCV5T1RS — T 6047311127 F 6047311327 — yamamotoarchitecture.com
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YAMAMOTO ARCHITECTURE

APPENDIX D

SUMMARY OF FEEDBACK FORMS

202 - 33 East 8th Avenue Vancouver, BCV5T1R5 — T 6047311127 F 6047311327 - yamamotoarchitecture.com
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YAMAMOTO ARCHITECTURE

APPENDIX A

PUBLIC INFORMATION INVITATION PACKAGE

202 - 33 East 8th Avenue Vancouver, BCV5TTR5 — T 6047311127 F 6047311327 — yamamotoarchitecture.com
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The 15t Public Information Meeting was held for this application on June 20%, 2018
where we listened to community feedback. The application has been revised to
incorporate this feedback.

' - Crremmmmme of Key Changes since the June 20t PIM:
D O PP \ T # The internal road and unit layouts have been revised to preserve mature
PROFPERTIES and healthy trees.

# Cavendish Drive has been reconfigured to permit only through pedestrian
access (and emergency vehicle access through locked steel bollards). A
Traffic Impact Assessment (TIA) report confirmed this configuration was
favorable and had minimal impact on the neighbourhood. We believe this
will address neighbourhood concerns regarding noise, traffic, and parking.

# The TIA validated the proposed site entry from No. 1 Road.

# The form and character of the townhomes fronting Cavendish will suit the
character of the neighbourhood. The height of these units has been reduced
from 3 stories to 2 and 2.5 stories. :

# The form and character of the two residential lots will suit the other homes
in the neighbourhood. The main floor elevation of the lots will be 0.3m
above the centerline of the fronting roadway in accordance with City
Bylaw 8204.

We welcome your attendance anytime between 5:00pm and 8:00pm and look
forward to your feedback on this project. The presentation materials mav be
viewed online on June 27t 2019 or later a

If you cannot attend the meeting you may contact the City or the Developer to
obtain more information or to provide feedback. They may be reached at:

Bohan Properties City of Richmond Planning
Steven Yang, Managing Partner Edwin Lee, Planner I
Phone: (604) 341 7777 Phone: (604) 276 4121
Email

We look forward to seeing you at the public information meeting.

Yours Truly,
Core Concept Consulting Ltd.

David K. Kozak

Senior Project Manager
Phone: (604) 249 5040
Email

Page: 20f2
Our Fite:  CCC File #17101
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YAMAMOTO ARCHITECTURE

202 - 33 East 8th Avenue Vancouver, BC V5T 1R5 ~—PL604 311127 F 6047311327 - yamamotoarchitecture.com
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YAMAMOTO ARCHITECTURE

APPENDIX B

NOTICE DISTRIBUTION AREA

202 - 33 East 8th Avenue Vancouver, BCV5T1R5 — 604 7311127 F 6047311327 — yamamotoarchitecture.com
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YAMAMOTO ARCHITECTURE

APPENDIX C

PRESENTATION BOARDS

202 - 33 East 8th Avenue Vancouver, BCVST1R5 — T 6047311127 F 6047311327 — yamamotoarchitecture.com
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YAMAMOTO ARCHITECTURE

APPENDIX E

ORIGINAL FEEDBACK FORMS

202 - 33 East 8th Avenue Vancouver, BCV5T1R5 —~ T 6047311127 F 6047311327 — yamamotoarchitecture.com
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RZ18-820669 - PUBLIC INFORMATION MEETING FEEDBACK

Site Address: 10140-10180 No.1 Road & 4051/4068 Cavendish Drive, Richmond, BC
Name: Nodhon

Address: e e

Phone (Optional): __ L0 Tist- A5

Email (Optional): _nuthyn, b cban (¢ . wetd, e
x7

Date: CARIAPRL

The proposed development will involve amending the City of Richmond Official
Community Plan for a portion of the parcel from Single Family to Multi-Family to allow
townhouses along the eastern portion of the property. Do you support this amendment?

Yes [4] No [ ] Unsure [ ]

Comments:
N N N "
T , FUE T 0 i1 4 bl -
N T TR e A N Dy OR! WA o TR Lo - Ty \L«S R
H i T
!

o ® \ . 0 1 ¢
e¥teian, b e wsewe gf e
l B

The proposed development will involve connecting both dead ends of Cavendish Drive
with a Pedestrian and Emergency Access connector (no through traffic permitted). Do you
support this proposal?

Yes No [ ] Unsure [_|

Comments:
\ \ T . : i i
i A Vi i | 2 (“\"’v;‘“ 3 [ | s R 1 Lopn 20y i A Y 5 ) i I
} W 7 I
3\ !
4 \ o [ ; K.op ) Liop & \}
4 0 ¥
U

The proposed development will involve the addition of 2 new single-family lots. Do you
suppotrt this proposal?

Yes No [ ] Unsure [_|

Comments:
L . 5 i f, N
AR i | . [ A - N ) ] hio " b
/‘)F_i& Y P 3’ W Ly aga it 2 uity R xS AR - {Lr)'\_r‘. { L\ B } i [ ‘-*-."\‘ i L’b (AR AR
B 7 ¥
B ) Yoo R U T R |
Clis g e Tty WG ey mngde Slwely te™TY vALeRGe T
!
Loy ; v
[ Rt v ~} e et >‘

Please note that a copy of this Feedback Form will be copied to the City
PLN - 208




RZ18-820669 - PUBLIC INFORMATION MEETING FEEDBACK

The proposed development is planning on construction a new, public walkway that
connects Cavendish Drive to No. 1 Road. Do you support this proposal?

Yes No [] Unsure [_]

Comments:

4 ) » i b i f i ; H
SETK it e adive pesar et A A Wy DN B AL \ Doy Q.
T T T T3

3L X 3 Y, ; ~‘l {
A A A VT TSR R Y Ay, o id gt ooy
{

W ,
K\ * b ( B )r”‘l& ot P ‘w JATR 2 TN

Do you support the proposed building heights?

Yes No [] Unsure [_]

Comments:

{ i P [ i i S |
(e . 5y Y ‘{‘ff—?‘& ' IiL“\-“."‘ "r»»\\‘u’,)‘\ N At s G Tivg [ s .
. ' i - \‘ . A . i
N A AN A R TR TS, AUNBL [ i v@u v gD
wt Il
:

Do you support the proposed setbacks? (Distance between building and property line).

Yes No [ ] Unsure [_]

Comments:

bilf

What kind of Architectural style would you like to see on this site?

N T A L R e

1; \-H\\ w2 Chiaieg i"\"\\ A A AT \‘ % @y “i‘ “,\(*{‘a,‘\ -y i) \x &f
% - .

' Che o Ve

TN S\ Aot et b phemian g orhe

Vo

%

At . T
o e,

Other recommendatlons or suggestion:

= £ o .
\,\,«A, JRAn ] "\.\ Lt [N 4\ gt Lo L (‘\ [
¥ o) T
¥ \ ( {
, f R il
3 o st Apeonbion oo e oAlp \'« it ad e A
. x T
PR 3 ek IR et . P DU
e e Pk omrifrests e AT g, wit e Ve Wy TR R )
T T
A 4 &
&,

Please note that a copy of this Feedback Form will be copied to the City
PLN - 209




RZ18-820669 - PUBLIC INFORMATION MEETING FEEDBACK

Site Address: 10140-10180 No.1 Road & 4051 /4068 Cavendish Drive, Richmond, BC
Name: B MacSon

Address: PUcwAgH Py

Phone (Optional):

Email (Optional):

Date: ﬁﬂm@ ol 6

The proposed development will involve amending the City of Richmond Official
Community Plan for a portion of the parcel from Single Family to Multi-Family to allow
townhouses along the eastern portion of the property. Do you support this amendment?

Yes [X] No [ ] Unsure [ ]

Comments:

The proposed development will involve connecting both dead ends of Cavendish Drive
with a Pedestrian and Emergency Access connector (no through traffic permitted). Do you
support this proposal?

Yes No [ ] Unsure [_|

Comments:

The proposed development will involve the addition of 2 new single-family lots. Do you
support this proposal?

Yes IZ] No [ ] Unsure [_]

Comments:

Please note that a copy of this Feedback Form will be copied to the City
PLN - 210




RZ18-820669 - PUBLIC INFORMATION MEETING FEEDBACK

The proposed development is planning on construction a new, public walkway that
connects Cavendish Drive to No. 1 Road. Do you support this proposal?

Yes [X] No [ ] Unsure [_]

Comments:

Do you support the proposed building heights?

Yes [ ] No [] Unsure |XL

Comments:

Do you support the proposed setbacks? (Distance between building and property line).

Yes [] No [] » Unsure [ ]

Comments:

What kind of Architectural style would you like to see on this site?

Other recommendations or suggestion:

Plant  More Yroes - [,ZL/(QM f 7Lf€€5 Qe
matort  and powde g leau b adlhn  h rre
=) (2 qa ¢l [AOUNS Lo,'?d//e_ -

Please note that a copy of this Feedback Form will be copied to the City
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RZ18-820669 - PUBLIC INFORMATION MEETING FEEDBACK

Site Address: 10140-10180 No.1 Road & 4051 /4068 Cavendish Drive, Richmond, BC
Name: /Wan icor Mo [vim

Address: L/@Y‘/ Cacven (/‘//152) ‘0/,

Phone (Optional): é& (/- L75-227 V

Email (Optional):

Date: 677(/('(’ 26 {//7

The proposed development will involve amending the City of Richmond Official
Community Plan for a portion of the parcel from Single Family to Multi-Family to allow
townhouses along the eastern portion of the property. Do you support this amendment?

Yes [] No [ ] Unsure [ ]

Comments:

The proposed development will involve connecting both dead ends of Cavendish Drive
with a Pedestrian and Emergency Access connector (no through traffic permitted). Do you
support this proposal?

Yes [_] No [] Unsure [_]

Comments:

The proposed development will involve the addition of 2 new single-family lots. Do you
support this proposal?

Yes [ ] No [ ] Unsure [_]

Comments:

C)/\ Cllb\?"%(jke’.

Please note that a copy of this Feedback Form will be copied to the City WMMMTD
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RZ18-820669 — PUBLIC INFORMATION MEETING FEEDBACK

The proposed development is planning on construction a new, public walkway that
connects Cavendish Drive to No. 1 Road. Do you support this proposal?

Yes [] No [ ] Unsure [ |

Comments:

Do you support the proposed building heights?

Yes [_] No [ ] Unsure [_]

Comments:

Do you support the proposed setbacks? (Distance between building and property line).

Yes [_] No [ ] Unsure [_]

Comments:

What kind of Architectural style would you like to see on this site? ‘

Khn /»zzmﬁ/sc‘a//ge /)fm’f—vl Vi Cm/@, /¢/ “5‘}/@05 ‘
Other recommendations or su Tree g
ggestion: :
Re : Tvees _hé‘ufm V?/ﬁ/(((f’(// on 7/4{ /ﬂ\ﬂ(/// et ,(,,/7 >\r»\:‘
Access at Jhe \Xm:/( of The  Copen G/,J‘/ D ve
?//ch,m" Mhnf trees or s m///ag Z%Q% M//// qfau,)
e“/()""/\[% (:‘//"h:‘// net C r’é.,/,/\/( ﬁ//é’/o W y T‘%/I//HCZ\, 0/4’/44 FFE
ﬂ/f’/ve oc//c?\/g ) I{ ot Ccen zmﬁ/ch f/%ﬂ 7”/{’(”\3“ 7’/;4’74

aAre = /r/az/y o CoaugmddeSl, Prive 74ay cooc /ef
Please note that a copy of this Feedback Form wzll be copzed to the City

be mice, Tt WW/ é e per  Thed
are Slow 7/{/14//4 13 54 /arﬁ(ownz/l 5/7/‘,//0“/0/_

yoors . Please N \4/‘5 2 *"4(//9/“’5




RZ18-820669 - PUBLIC INFORMATION MEETING FEEDBACK

Site Address: 10140-10180 No.1 Road & 4051/4068 Cavendish Drive, Richmond, BC
Name: C\J\(L“‘ 1S e

Address:

Phone (Optional):

Email (Optional):

Date: e -2/6(/ Y/O[ 01

The proposed development will involve amending the City of Richmond Official
Community Plan for a portion of the parcel from Single Family to Multi-Family to allow
townhouses along the eastern portion of the property. Do you support this amendment?

Yes No [] Unsure [ ]

Comments:
(06 7 Suppaft Ay Ty srees
needs mere pnult) famdly  oned  Here & olowof
For [ ’
Cor |
The proposed development will involve connecting both dead ends of Cavendish Drive

with a Pedestrian and Emergency Access connector (no through traffic permitted). Do you
support this proposal?

Yes E/ No [ ] Unsure [_]

Comments:

SPPZ4 [ AU pe Ay Pracn eSS

The proposed development will involve the addition of 2 new single-family lots. Do you
support this proposal?

Yes E]/ No [ ] Unsure [_]

Comments:

Please note that a copy of this Feedback Form will be copied to the City
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RZ18-820669 - PUBLIC INFORMATION MEETING FEEDBACK

The proposed development is planning on construction a new, public walkway that
connects Cavendlsl:z?v/e to No. 1 Road. Do you support this proposal?

No [] Unsure [ ]

Yes

Comments:

Ve% l/\/‘/w é KA 1 Jvfu*/"Jw oL OC"/ (”/Lu- 7‘7J

U alh ) " vt

Do you support the pr9p6ged building heights?

Yes m/ No [] Unsure [_]

Comments:

Do you support the proposed setbacks? (Distance between building and property line).

Yes ./ No [] Unsure [ ]

Comments:

What kind of Architectural style would you like to see on this site?

M Modera  ond

‘L/ AL LSe (',/“-"L 04/[ ( S’;ﬁﬁ/(.&

Oger recommendations or s gestion:
Leh1u 1t f

Please note that a copy of this Feedback Form will be copied to the City
PLN - 215



RZ18-820669 ~ PUBLIC INFORMATION MEETING FEEDBACK

Site Address: 10140-10180 No.1 Road & 4051 /4068 Cavendish Drive, Richmond, BC

Name: 5
Address: ?
Phone (Optional): ;:

Email (Optional):
Date:

The proposed development will involve amending the City of Richmond Official
Community Plan for a portion of the parcel from Single Family to Multi-Family to allow
townhouses along the eastern portion of the property. Do you support this amendment?

Yes[ ] No [ ] Unsure [_]

Comments:

The proposed development will involve connecting both dead ends of Cavendish Drive
with a Pedestrian and Emergency Access connector (no through traffic permitted). Do you
support this proposal?

Yes [ ] No [ ] Unsure [ |

Comments:

The proposed development will involve the addition of 2 new single-family lots. Do you
support this proposal?

Yes [ ] No [] Unsure [ ]

Comments:

Please note that a copy of this Feedback Form will be copied to the City
PLN - 216



RZ18-820669 - PUBLIC INFORMATION MEETING FEEDBACK

The proposed development is planning on construction a new, public walkway that
connects Cavendish Drive to No. 1 Road. Do you support this proposal?

Yes [ ] No [] Unsure [ ]

Comments:

Do you support the proposed building heights?

Yes [ ] No [ ] Unsure [_]

Comments:

Do you support the proposed setbacks? (Distance between building and property line).

Yes [ ] No [] Unsure [ ]

Comments:

What kind of Architectural style would you like to see on this site?

Other recommendations or suggestion:

Please note that a copy of this Feedback Form will be copied to the City
PLN - 217 oo
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RZ18-820669 — PUBLIC INFORMATION MEETING FEEDBACK

Site Address: 10140-10180 No.1 Road & 4051 /4068 Cavendish Drive, Richmond, BC
Name: Paul Mah
Address: 4095 Cavendish Drive

Phone (Optional):

Email (Optional):

The proposed development will involve amending the City of Richmond Official
Community Plan for a portion of the parcel from Single Family to Multi-Family to allow
townhouses along the eastern portion of the property. Do you support this amendment?

Yes [ X No [ ] Unsure [ ]

Comments:

We agree as long as there is a fence border with landscaping separating the townhouses from

the Cavendish neighbourhood. We do not want gated access along this fence border between the

townhomes and Cavendish Drive.

The proposed development will involve connecting both dead ends of Cavendish Drive
with a Pedestrian and Emergency Access connector (no through traffic permitted). Do you
support this proposal?

Yes No [ ] Unsure [_|

Comments:

We wish to ensure that there is adequate street lighting along the new connector. However, we do not

want the front of the townhomes to face the new Cavendish connector because this will increase

car traffic and parking congestion from the townhome owners/visitors entering Cavendish Drive.

The proposed development will involve the addition of 2 new single-family lots. Do you
support this proposal?

Yes [x] No [ ] Unsure [ ]

Comments:

We support the plan for the two new single family homes. However, we do have a concern about

the home on lot A due to the amount of shadow and lack of sunlight it will receive throughout the year.

Can this be addressed in some way to improve this issue for the prospective home owner?

Please note that a covy of thi ba rm will be copied to the Cit
vy ENY2999 p Y



RZ18-820669 — PUBLIC INFORMATION MEETING FEEDBACK

The proposed development is planning on construction a new, public walkway that
connects Cavendish Drive to No. 1 Road. Do you support this proposal?

Yes [ ] No Unsure [ ]

Comments:

We prefer not to have a public walkway connecting No. 1 Rd to Cavendish. It will make our quiet street busier and give criminals easier

entry/exit which is not good for our neighbourhood in particular because it is unique in that the design of our homes do not allow clear

front view of the street. We have a history of thefts and property intrusions. We have strong concerns that a Cavendish walkway
ill only make crime worse for our neighboyrhood,,If the City deg he walkway a requirement, please reconsider its location (see comments below).
o y&u support the prop sed Ii)ullcfmg elgﬁ{se? yeared P ( )
Yes [ ] No Unsure [ ]

Comments:

We would prefer the new townhouse development be consistent with existing 2 story townhouse height behind

us on No. 1 Rd. We do not like the idea of 3 story townhomes over looking our neighbourhood for privacy reasons.

Do you support the proposed setbacks? (Distance between building and property line).

Yes [ ] No [ ] Unsure

Comments:

What kind of Architectural style would you like to see on this site?

We prefer the style to be consistent with Steveston / the Maritimes (hence our street names), as well as with

our current neighbourhood house design and colour schemes. We do not wish to have big mansion style homes here.

Other recommendations or suggestion:
Do not plant trees with invasive roots that could damage property. Ensure adequate property line drainage between the new

development (ie. single family homes / townhomes) and existing Cavendish homes to prevent their flooding. Keep plan

for low end market rental units to be situated closer to No. 1 Rd and further away from Cavendish side. If a new pedestrian walkway becomes

a City requirement, we prefer the new walkway be located north of the townhouse development and just south of the church

connecting No. 1 Rd to Pugwash Place, thereby allowing the walkway to remain straight and without any angles.
Building a walkway here makes the most sense because it would be nearby a major community gathering space, that is the church,

and would therefore meet the City's goal for communities to be connected and accessible.

Please note that a copy of thiﬁﬁﬁbgcéffm will be copied to the City



From:
Subject:
Date:
To:

Steven Yang steven@bohan.ca

Fwd: Cavendish Project

July 17, 2019 at 4:49 PM

Brian Sheehan bsheehan@yamamotoarchitecture.com

One of the feedbacks received FYI. Another to come.

From: ben sun
Date: Wed, Jul .o, cviv uivecor

Sphinat: Mavinndink Aeninae

To ‘dwin Lee
Cc

Hi, as a owner and resident of 4040 Cavendish I thank you for the opportunity to view your
proposal. Ilike your green space idea with emergency vehicle access on this stretch of the
street.

I have some concerns about the two new houses adjacent to me. They are overlooking my
backyard and intruding my privacy. They also blocking western sunlight which my
vegetable garden need. If the house on lot B moved forward toward west such that the front
of the house align with its neighbouring site, it will provide me with more privacy. It will
provide a bigger backyard which the two units can share.

Regarding the house on lot A, if the house is shift to the north and west will provide me
better privacy and sunlight for my backyard. By shifting west by 4 feet (a total of 2.4m
between my fence and side of the house) will provide ease of maintenance. By shifting
north the new house will align with the neighbouring sites. I wonder if the garage should
facing north instead of west.

Of course the green space and the bollard placements need to be adjusted accordingly.

Thank you
Ben

Chmrrmn \mn

PLN - 223



From: Steven Yang steven@bohan.ca &
Subject: Fwd: Cavendish Project
Date: July 17, 2019 at 4:50 PM
To: Brian Sheehan bsheehan@yamamotoarchitecture.com

Feedback from Rick Michaels.

---------- Forwardec mn~nonma —mmmm——

From: Rick Michaels

Date: Thu, Jun 27,20.¢ ui v iou mim

Subject: Cave—-inhk Nrninat

To: Edwin Lee . Steven Yang

Hi , thank you for the opportunity to view your proposal! I commend and congratulate you
on making excellent improvements for the development and its neighbours.

I have attached a marked up plan for the two Cavendish Street houses that hopefully
benefit those two houses and gain more alignment with neighbouring sites without one iota
of change to the building designs and floor plans. Equalizing the side yards for the house
west of me gives more separation to my neighbour but also gives the new house more side
yard for mtce purposes. A side yard of 2m is all the difference in the world for ladder
placements and the like. Pinching towards the greenway is no harm done and actually
brings eyes closer to the street.

As for the house south of me; its neighbour is one storey at the front and rear. Decreasing
the driveway by moving the house forward to align better with the existing house would
create more useable rear yard for the development site This would also better align the two
storey portions of both buildings. Yes, all cards on the table this also serves me as more
rear yard on the development site means less overlook into my house from the second
storey windows and deck. The second storey in the new houses are primary living spaces
so far more active than our seconds storeys of bedrooms only. So a little more separation
and less driveway would be helpful.

Shifting the house forward in creating the larger rear yard would pull the deck aback and
perhaps a stair can be added to the deck. A larger rear yard would lend itself to creating
private yard space for the secondary suite and the upper floor unit. The driveway and entry
taking up so much space at the front when all other house are punched forward is
questionable.

The only comment I would offer on the west house is would reversing the upper floor plan
give the upper floor unit an improved greener distant outlook and more sun from the west?
The impact to accommodate the stair change appears to be minor — both units might then
gain benefit of a more distant outlook from key rooms? This might reduce the overlook
into Ben’s courtyard which is the substantive “outward”view window for his living room.
Just a thought.

Hope this helps and looking forward to new neighbours !!!!

Thanks,
Rick

Steven Yana

PLN - 224



PLN - 225



RZ18-820669 - PUBLIC INFORMATION MEETING FEEDBACK

Site Address: 10140-10180 No.1 Road & 4051 /4068 Cavendish Drive, Richmond, BC
Name: DA {4

Address: “U3 CAVENIEA DR .

Phone (Optional):

Email (Optional):
Date: Sl 2014

The proposed development will involve amending the City of Richmond Official
Community Plan for a portion of the parcel from Single Family to Multi-Family to allow
townhouses along the eastern portion of the property. Do you support this amendment?

Yeslz/ No [] Unsure [ ]
Comments;
Ow(@ because the Mp(,::{c(,{ s oot T
(’WM €A /)M()ﬂ/\&v' puclnictect {L%m wa

The proposed development will involve connecting both dead ends of Cavendish Drive
with a Pedestrian and Emergency Access connector (no through traffic permitted). Do you
support this proposal?

Yes[ | No [Z/ Unsure [ ]

Comments:

The proposed development will involve the addition of 2 new single-family lots. Do you
support this proposal?

Yes [ ] No [ Unsure [_]

Comments:

Please note that a copy of this Feedback Form will be copied to the City
PLN - 226




RZ18-820669 — PUBLIC INFORMATION MEETING FEEDBACK

The proposed development is planning on construction a new, public walkway that
connects Cavendish Drive to No. 1 Road. Do you support this proposal?

Yes [ | No [} Unsure [ ]

Comments:

Do you support the proposed building heights?

Yes[ | No [A Unsure [_]

Comments:

2 (o el Quu(AM% hagk 238 loetter

Do you support the proposed setbacks? (Distance between building and property line).

Yes Iz/ No I:I Unsure E]

Comments:

What kind of Architectural style would you like to see on this site?

Lléf(.aiﬁv’fkiﬁbe worn st weolene Lodc

Other recommendations or suggestion:

/0

Please note that a copy of this Feedback Form will be copied to the City
PLN - 227
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ATTACHMENT 16

YAMAMOTO ARCHITECTURE

DATE —

February 27, 2020

City of Richmond Planning Dept DEVELOPER —

Ity o Ichmon anning Ep . B n Pro rtieS

6911 No. 3 Rd. ohan Prope
REFERENCE —

Richmond, B.C VBY 2C1
RZ 18-820669

ATTN — PROJECT —

Edwin Lee 10140, 10160 No. 1 Road & 4051 & 4068
Cavendish Drive, Richmond, BC

Dear Edwin,

RE: Letter of Commitment for Energy Step Code Requirements for Rezoning

Project Address: 10140, 10160 & 10180 No. 1 Rd and 4051 & 4068 Cavendish Drive, Richmond, BC

Please accept this letter as confirmation that the townhouse development comprised of the following addresses
10140, 10180 & 10180 No. 1 Road and 4051 & 4068 Cavendish Drive, Richmond, BC will comply with the
requirements of the Energy Step Code Part 9 Policy for the Rezoning Stage.

At this stage the preferred pathway for compliance has not yet been determined for this project.

Regards,

Taizo Yamamoto, AIBC

Professional Seal

202 - 33 East 8th Avenue Vancouver, BCV5T1R5 — T 6047311127 F 6047311327 — yamamotoarchitecture.com
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ATTACHMENT 17

City of Rezoning Considerations

Development Applications Department

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

Address: 10140, 10160 & 10180 No. 1 Road and 4051 & 4068 Cavendish DriveFile No.: RZ 18-820669

Prior to final adoption of Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500, Amendment Bylaw 10156, the developer is
required to complete the following:
. Final Adoption of OCP Amendment Bylaw 10155.

2. A minimum width of 15.0 m road dedication to link the two discontinuous ends of Cavendish Drive through the
subject site. Exact width is to be confirmed with survey information to be submitted by the applicant.

3. An approximately 0.4 m wide road dedication across the entire No. 1 Road frontage to accommodate the required
frontage improvements including a new sidewalk and grass and treed boulevard. Exact width is to be confirmed with
survey information to be submitted by the applicant.

4, Granting of a 6.0 m wide statutory right-of-way along the south property line of the townhouse development site for
the purposes of public access between No. 1 Road and Cavendish Drive. Any works essential for public access within
the required statutory right-of-way (SRW) are to be included in the Servicing Agreement (SA). The design must be
prepared in accordance with City specifications & standards and the construction of the works will be inspected by the
City concurrently with all other SA related works. The property owner/strata are responsible for all maintenance of
improvements, including but not limited to the public walkways/sidewalks, street furniture, lighting and landscaping
within the SRW, and are responsible for all liability of SRW area.

5. Registration of a statutory right-of-way (SRW), and/or other legal agreements or measures; as determined to the
satisfaction of the Director of Development, over the entire area of the proposed entry driveway on the townhouse site
from No. 1 Road, in favour of future residential developments to the north, including the installation of way-finding
and other appropriate signage on the subject property, and requiring a covenant that the owner provide written
notification of this through the disclosure statement to all initial purchasers, provide an acknowledgement of the same
in all purchase and sale agreements, and erect signage in the initial sales centre advising purchasers of the potential for
these impacts. Language should be included in the SRW document that the City will not be responsible for
maintenance or liability within the SRW and that utility SRW under the drive aisle is required.

6. Registration of a flood indemnity covenant on title.
Subdivision of the existing properties into two development parcels: one townhouse development site on the west side
of Cavendish Drive and one single family development site on the east side of Cavendish Drive. (Note: demolition of
the existing dwellings on site will be required).

8. Registration of a legal agreement on Title to ensure that no development on the single family development site on the
east side of Cavendish Drive is permitted until the entire site is rezoned to “Single Detached (RS2/B)” and is further
subdivided into two single family lots as per the “Single Detached (RS2/B)” zone.

9. Registration of a legal agreement on title to ensure that, at future development stages (i.e., Subdivision and Building
Permit), the developments in the proposed single family subdivision are generally consistent with the preliminary site
plans (including proposed setbacks), landscape plans and building elevations included as Attachment 13 to this report.

10. Registration of a legal agreements on Title or other measures, as determined to the satisfaction of the Director of
Development, to ensure that:
a) No final Building Permit inspection is granted until three secondary suites are constructed on the townhouse
development site, to the satisfaction of the City in accordance with the BC Building Code and the City’s Zoning
Bylaw.
b) The secondary suites cannot be stratified or otherwise held under separate title.
11. Registration of a legal agreement on title prohibiting the conversion of the tandem parking area into habitable space
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12.

14.

15.

16.

17.

18.

19.
20.

21.

22,

23.

2.

Registration of the City’s standard Housing Agreement to secure six affordable housing units, the combined habitable
tloor area of which shall comprise no less than 14% of the subject development’s total residential building area on the
townhouse development site. Occupants of the affordable housing units subject to the Housing Agreement shall enjoy
full and unlimited access to and use of all on-site indoor and outdoor amenity spaces. The terms of the Housing
Agreements shall indicate that they apply in perpetuity and provide for the following:

. Total Maximum
Unit Type | Numberof Units | Minimum Unit Area | Maximum Monthly Household
Unit Rent -
income
2 Bdrm + Den 6 69 m? (741 ft?) $1,218 $46,800 or less

* Unit mix in the above table may be adjusted through the Development Permit Process provided that the total area comprises at least
10% of the subject development’s total residential building area.

**  May be adjusted periodically as provided for under adopted City policy.

. City acceptance of the developer’s offer to voluntarily contribute $42,000 to the City’s Tree Compensation Fund for

the planting of replacement trees within the City.

Submission 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 trees to be retained. The Contract should include the scope of
work to be undertaken, including: the proposed number of site monitoring inspections, and a provision for the
Arborist to submit a post-construction assessment report to the City for review.,

Submission of a Tree Survival Security to the City in the amount of $20,000.00 for the140 cm caliper Sequoia tree
(specifically tag# 33) and the 56 cm caliper Spruce tree (specifically tag# 34) to be retained.

Installation of appropriate tree protection fencing around all trees to be retained as part of the development prior to
any construction activities, including building demolition, occurring on-site.

Registration of a legal agreement on Title to ensure that no final Building Permit inspection is granted until a two-
bedroom secondary suite is constructed on both of the two future single family residential lots, to the satisfaction of
the City in accordance with the BC Building Code and the City’s Zoning Bylaw.

City acceptance of the developer’s offer to voluntarily contribute $0.85 per buildable square foot (e.g. $36,669.58) to
the City’s public art fund.

Contribution of $81,600.00 in-lieu of on-site indoor amenity space.

Submission of a Landscape Plan for the proposed single family subdivision, 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 installation costs. The Landscape Plan should:

* include a mix of coniferous and deciduous trees; and

* include the dimensions of tree protection fencing as illustrated on the Tree Retention Plan attached to this report.
Registration of a legal agreement on Title identifying that the proposed development must be designed and
constructed in a manner that mitigates potential traffic noise from No. 1 Road to the proposed dwelling units.
Dwelling units must be designed and constructed to achieve:

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

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

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

The submission and processing of a Development Permit* completed to a level deemed acceptable by the Director of

Development.

Enter into a Servicing Agreement* for the design and construction of a new public walkway along the south property

line of the site between No. I Road and Cavendish Drive, a new emergency access/greenway to connect the two

discontinuous ends of Cavendish Drive, frontage beautification works on the road frontages, as well as water, storm

sewer and sanitary sewer upgrades and service connections along both No. | Road and Cavendish Drive. A Letter of

Credit or cash security for the value of the Sel'viceﬁéﬁely?ﬁxyorks, as determined by the City, will be required as

part of entering into the Servicing Agreement. Works mnclude, but may not be limited to,
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Water Works:

e Using the OCP Model, there is 368 L/s and 103 L/s of water available at a 20 psi residual at the hydrants located
along No. 1 Road and Cavendish Drive respectively. Based on your proposed development, your townhouse
development requires a minimum fire flow of 220 L/s and your single family home development requires a
minimum fire flow of 95 L/s.

e At the Developer’s cost, the Developer is required to:

o

Submit Fire Underwriter Survey (FUS) or International Organization for Standardization (ISO) fire flow
calculations to confirm the development has adequate fire flow for onsite fire protection at the Building
Permit stage. Calculations must be signed and sealed by a Professional Engineer and be based on Building
Permit designs.

Coordinate with the City’s Fire Department to determine whether an onsite fire hydrant is required to service
the townhouse development,

Upgrade approx. 67m of watermain along Cavendish Drive (east-west) from 150 AC to 200 PVC, The tie in
to the east shall be to the existing watermain along Pughwash Place.

Install approx. 51m of 200mm PV C watermain from the south property line of 10180 No. 1 Road towards
north along the new Cavendish Road. Continue the new watermain approx. 13m towards the east. Tie in to
the south shall be to the ex. watermain. Tie in to the east shall be to the upgraded. watermain.

Install a new service connection for each of the two single family units off of the new water main on
Cavendish Dr., complete with water meter assembly.

Provide an adequately sized utility SRW for a new water mater and its chamber that shall be placed inside the
proposed townhouse development. A plan showing the location and size of the required utility SRW shall be
submitted to the City for review and approval at the servicing agreement stage.

e At the Developer’s cost, the City will:

o

o

o

Cut and cap at main all existing water service connections to the developing property.
Reconnect all existing water service connection on Cavendish Drive to the new or upgraded watermain.

Install a new service connection for the townhouse development off of the existing 300mm watermain along
No. 1 Road frontage, complete with water meter placed inside the development with in an adequate City
utility ROW.

Storm Sewer Works:

o At the Developer’s cost, the Developer is required to:

o

Install approximately 44m of new 600mm storm sewer from the existing manhole STMH5319 northwards
and approximately 24m towards east and shall tie into ex. manhole STMHS5328. Upgrade STMHS5328 and
STMHS5319 to a 1200mm diameter manhole. The manhole at the intersection of the two storm sewers shall be
the highpoint of the system.

Install approx. 90 m of 300mm storm sewer for road drainage for the proposed pedestrian walk way,
Complete with manholes and CBs.

Install a service lateral off of the new storm sewer on Cavendish Road at the adjoining property line of the
two single family homes, complete with one new IC and 2 service connections.

Appropriately sized manholes and catch basins are required for the new storm sewer, spaced as per City
standard.

o At the Developer’s cost, the City will:

o

Install a new storm service connection for the townhouse development off of existing box culvert located
along the No. 1 Road frontage.

Cut and cap at main all existing storm service connections.
Remove all existing inspection chambers and storm service leads and dispose offsite.
Complete all tie-ins, cutting, and capping of all proposed works to the existing city infrastructure.
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Sanitary Sewer Works:

e At the Developer’s cost, the Developer is required to not start onsite excavation and/or foundation works until the
City has completed the proposed rear yard sanitary connections. Also indicate this as a note on the site plan and
SA design plans.

e At the Developer’s cost, the City will:

o Install a new sanitary service connection for the townhouse development off of the existing sanitary manhole
SMH4217.

o Remove the existing IC SIC7205, the service connection to 10160 No. 1 Road, the service lateral extending
northwards from SIC15873.

o Upgrade the existing inspection chamber SIC15873 and install service connection to the new single family
development west of 4040 Cavendish Dr. off of the new IC. Reconnect the connection to 4040 Cavendish Dr.

o Confirm that inspection chamber SIC9376 is up to City standard. If confirmed, retain the existing IC and
service connection to service the new single family lot north of 4080 Cavendish Road. If SIC9376 is not up to
City Standard, upgrade it with a new IC and reconnect all connections.

o Provide a 15m x 3m sanitary right of way along the north property line of the new single family development
north of 4080 Cavendish Road, measuring 15m from the east property line.

o Discharge 5Sm x 15m sanitary right of way located on 4068 Cavendish Drive.
Cut and cap at main all existing sanitary service connections to the proposed site.

o Remove all existing inspection chambers and sanitary leads connected to the proposed site and dispose
offsite.
o Complete all proposed sanitary sewer service connections-and tie-ins.

Frontage Improvements:

o At the Developer’s cost, the Developer is required to:
o provide frontage improvements:
No. | Road Frontage
i Sidewalk, boulevard and curb/gutter:

* Remove and replace the existing concrete curb and gutter.

= Remove the existing sidewalk and railing, and construct a new 1.5m-wide concrete sidewalk next
to the new west property line of the subject site. The functional plan does not show the s/w at PL
and needs to be updated.

* Construct a new minimum 1.5m-wide grass boulevard between the new sidewalk and the new
curb. :

s The new sidewalk and boulevard are to transition to meet the existing frontage treatments to the
north and south of the subject site.

ii.  All existing driveways along the No. 1 Road development frontage are to be closed permanently. The
Developer is responsible for the removal of the existing driveway let-downs and the replacement with
barrier curb/gutter, concrete sidewalk, and grass boulevard as described under Item i above. Vehicle
access to the proposed townhouse development is to be provided by a single driveway located on No.
1 Road.

iii.  Provide a standard City of Richmond lighting system and other utility requirements along No. 1
Road. There are utility poles that may need to be relocated.

Cavendish Drive Frontage Improvements A

iv.  Construct a new greenway linking the discontinuous sections of Cavendish Drive to the east and
south of the subject site, with a road cross-section consisting of:
= A stamped asphalt walkway with a minimum pavement width of 6.0 m.

»  Concrete edge banding along ﬁLNts_i(?4gge of the asphalt walkway.
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= Grass/ tree boulevards over the remaining width between the walkway and the new property
lines of Cavendish drive.

* Removable steel bollards to allow emergency vehicle access at the transitions to Cavendish Drive
south and east of the subject site.

* Lighting is required as part of servicing agreement works.

v.  Construct new smooth transitions between the existing cross-sections of Cavendish Drive south and
east of the subject site, and the new greenway described in Item iv, including:

= Barrier curb and gutter on both sides of Cavendish Drive,

* New driveways for 4068, 4040, and 4039 Cavendish Drive, as well as the new single family lot at
the corner of Cavendish Drive.

* 2.0m-wide concrete sidewalks along the back-of-curb to link the new greenway to the existing
sidewalks on Cavendish Drive, as well as the new pedestrian walkway along the south of the
subject site.

* Grass/tree boulevards over the remaining width between the new curbs/sidewalks and the
property lines of Cavendish Road.

* The new sidewalk and boulevard are to transition to meet the existing frontage treatments to the
east and south of the subject site.

vi.  Remove and replace the full existing cross section of Cavendish Drive at the dead ends south and east
of the subject site, including the existing pavement, curb and gutter, and sidewalk as described in Item

iv. The precise extent of this work is to be determined at the City’s sole discretion as part of the

Servicing Agreement for the proposed development; however, it shall extend to the east property line

of 4039 Cavendish Drive and the south property line of 4079 Cavendish Drive at a minimum,

vii.  Provide a standard City of Richmond lighting system and other utility requirements along Cavendish

Drive. There are utility poles that may need to be relocated.

Pedestrian Access Walkway

viii.  Construct a new pedestrian access walkway along the south property line of the subject site to
connect No. 1 Road and Cavendish Drive, with a cross-section consisting of’

* A 3.0m-wide asphalt pedestrian walkway

* A l.5m-wide grass buffer strip on either side of the walkway

»  Wayfinding signage that clearly identifies the walkway as a public access route.
= Pedestrian scale lighting to be included as part of servicing agreement works.

ix.  Provide required pedestrian lighting and other utility requirements for the proposed walkway along
the south property line.

Luminaires are to be LED and are to match the roadway lighting within the surrounding area.
Locate all above ground utility cabinets and kiosks required to service the proposed development within the
developments site (see list below for examples). A functional plan showing conceptual locations for such
infrastructure shall be included in the development process design review. Please coordinate with the
respective private utility companies and the project’s lighting and traffic signal consultants to confirm the
right of way requirements and the locations for the aboveground structures. If a private utility company does
not require an aboveground structure, that company shall confirm this via a letter to be submitted to the City.
The following are examples of SRWs that shall be shown in the functional plan and registered prior to SA
design approval:
* BC Hydro Vista - Confirm SRW dimensions with BC Hydro
* BC Hydro PMT — Approximately 4mW X 5m (deep) — Confirm SRW dimensions with BC Hydro
* BC Hydro LPT — Approximately 3.5mW X 3.5m (deep) — Confirm SRW dimensions with BC Hydro
»  Street light kiosk — Approximately 2ZmW X 1.5m (deep)
» Traffic signal controller cabinet — Approximately 3.2mW X 1.8m (deep)

»  Traffic signal UPS cabinet — ApproxirRelteN +.250 X 2.2m (deep)

Initial:



-6 -

* Shaw cable kiosk — Approximately ImW X 1m (deep) — show possible location in functional plan.
Confirm SRW dimensions with Shaw

* Telus FDH cabinet - Approximately 1.1mW X 1m (deep) — show possible location in functional plan.
Confirm SRW dimensions with Telus

General Items:
¢ The Developer is required to:

o Provide, within the building permit application, a geotechnical assessment of preload and soil preparation
impacts on the existing utilities fronting the development site) and provide mitigation recommendations.

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

o Provide Private utility companies rights-of-ways to accommodate their equipment (i.e. above ground private
utility kiosks, vista, transformers, etc. shall be designed to minimize the impacts on public space); the
developer is required contact the private utility companies to learn of their requirements,

o Pre-duct for future hydro, telephone and cable utilities along all property frontages.

Prior to a Development Permit* being forwarded to the Development Permit Panel for consideration, the
developer is required to:

1.

Complete an acoustical and thermal report and recommendations prepared by an appropriate registered professional,
which demonstrates that the interior noise levels and noise mitigation standards comply with the City’s Official
Community Plan and Noise Bylaw requirements. The standard required for air conditioning systems and their
alternatives (e.g. ground source heat pumps, heat exchangers and acoustic ducting) is the ASHRAE 55-2004 “Thermal
Environmental Conditions for Human Occupancy” standard and subsequent updates as they may occur. Maximum
interior noise levels (decibels) within the dwelling units must achieve CMHC standards follows:

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

Prior to Development Permit* issuance, the following must be completed:

1.

Submission of a Landscaping Security based on 100% of the cost estimate provided by the landscape architect.

At Subdivision* stage, the developer must complete the following requirements:

1.

Payment of property taxes up to the current year, Development Cost Charges (City, Metro Vancouver and Translink),
School Site Acquisition Charge, Address Assignment Fees, and the costs associated with the completion of the
required servicing works and frontage improvements.

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

1.

Installation of appropriate tree protection fencing around all trees to be retained as part of the development prior to
any construction activities, including building demolition, occurring on-site.

Note: Should the applicant wish to begin site preparation work after third reading of the rezoning bylaw, but prior to
final adoption of the rezoning bylaw and issuance of the Development Permit, the applicant will be required to obtain
a Tree Permit and submit landscaping security (i.e. $88,500 in total) to ensure the replacement planting will be
provided.
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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 Department., Management
Plan shall include location for parking for services, deliveries, workers, loading, application for any lane closures, and
proper construction traffic controls as per Traffic Control Manual for works on Roadways (by Ministry of
Transportation) and MMCD Traffic Regulation Section 01570,

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

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

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

Note:

*

This requires a separate application.

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

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

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

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

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
that where significant trees or vegetation exists on site, the services of a Qualified Environmental Professional (QEP) be secured
to perform a survey and ensure that development activities are in compliance with all relevant legislation.

Signed Date
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Richmond Official Community Plan Bylaw 7100
Amendment Bylaw 10155 (RZ 18-820669)
10140, 10160 & 10180 No. 1 Road and 4051 & 4068 Cavendish Drive

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

1. Richmond Official Community Plan Bylaw 7100, Schedule 2.4 (Steveston Area Plan), is
amended by replacing the Steveston Area Land Use Map with “Schedule A attached to and
forming part of Bylaw 10155,

2. This Bylaw may be cited as “Richmond Official Community Plan Bylaw 7100,
Amendment Bylaw 10155”.

FIRST READING

CITY OF
RICHMOND

PUBLIC HEARING

APPROVED
by

kL

SECOND READING

THIRD READING

APPROVED
by Manager

or Solicitor-
>

OTHER CONDITIONS SATISFIED

ADOPTED

MAYOR CORPORATE OFFICER
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City of
Richmond Bylaw 10156

Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500
Amendment Bylaw 10156 (RZ 18-820669)
10140, 10160 & 10180 No. 1 Road and 4051 & 4068 Cavendish Drive

The Council of the City of Richmond, in open meeting assembled, enacts as follows:
1. Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500, as amended, is further amended by:

a. Inserting the following into the end of the table contained in Section 5.15.1¢ regarding
affordable housing density bonusing provisions:

Sum Per Buildable Square Foot of Permitted

Principal Building

‘2188 $8.50”

b. Inserting as Section 17.88 thereof the following:

al17.88 Town Housing (ZT88) — No. 1 Road

17.88.1 Purpose
The zone provides for town housing and other compatible uses.

17.88.2 Permitted Uses Secondary Uses
e child care o boarding and lodging
e housing, town e home business

e community care facility, minor

17.88.3 Permitted Density

1. The maximum floor area ratio (FAR) is 0.40, together with an additional 0.1
floor area ratio provided that it is entirely used to accommodate amenity
space.

2. Notwithstanding Section 17.88.3.1, the reference to “0.4" is increased to a

higher density of “0.60" if the owner, at the time Council adopts a zoning
amendment bylaw to include the owner’s lot in the ZT88 zone, pays into the
affordable housing reserve the sum specified in Section 5.15 of this bylaw.
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17.88.4

17.88.6

Page 2

Notwithstanding Section 17.88.3.1, the reference to “0.4” is increased to a
higher density of “0.65", if the owner, at the time Council adopts a zoning
amendment bylaw to include the owner’s lot in the ZT88 zone, and provided
that prior to the first occupancy of the building the owner:

a) provides in the building not less than 6 affordable housing units and the
combined habitable space of the total number of affordable housing
units comprises not less than 14% of total floor area that is habitable
space; and

b) enters into a housing agreement with respect to the affordable housing
units and registers the housing agreement against the title to the lot.

Permitted Lot Coverage
The maximum lot coverage is 40% for buildings.

No more than 65% of the lot may be occupied by buildings, structures and
non-porous surfaces.

25% of the lot area is restricted to landscaping with live plant material.
Yards & Setbacks

The minimum road setback is 4.5 m from No. 1 Road and from Cavendish
Drive.

Notwithstanding Section 4.9 of this bylaw, no building projection including
fireplaces and chimneys, bay windows and hutches, balconies and
porches, shall be permitted in the minimum road setback.

The minimum side yard and rear yard is 3.0 m.

Permitted Heights

The maximum height for buildings is 12.0 m, but containing no more than 3
storeys.

The maximum height for accessory buildings is 5.0 m.
The maximum height for accessory structures is 9.0 m.
Subdivision Provisions/Minimum Lot Size

The minimum lot width on major arterial roads is 50.0 m.
The minimum lot depth is 35.0 m.

There is no minimum lot area.
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17.88.8 Landscaping & Screening

1. Landscaping and screening shall be provided in accordance with the
provisions of Section 6.0.

17.88.9 On-Site Parking and Loading

1. On-site vehicle and bicycle parking and loading shall be provided according to
the standards set out in Section 7.0.

17.88.10 Other Regulations

1. In addition to the regulations listed above, the Ger al [ pment
Regulations of Section 4.0 and the Specific Use Regulations of Section 5.0
apply. ”

2, The Zoning Map of the City of Richmond, which accompanies and forms part of Richmond
Zoning Bylaw 8500, is amended by designating that portion outlined in bold and shown as
Area “A” on “Schedule A” attached to and forming part of this bylaw as “TOWN
HOUSING (ZT88) — No. 1 Road (Steveston)”.

3. The Zoning Map of the City of Richmond, which accompanies and forms part of Richmond
Zoning Bylaw 8500, is amended by designating that portion outlined in bold and shown as
Area “B” on “Schedule A” attached to and forming part of this bylaw as “SINGLE

DETACHED (RS2/B)”.

4. This Bylaw may be cited as “Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500, Amendment Bylaw
10156”.

FIRST READING

CITY OF
RICHMOND

A PUBLIC HEARING WAS HELD ON

APPROVED
by

y/a

SECOND READING

THIRD READING

OTHER CONDITIONS SATISFIED

ADOPTED

MAYOR CORPORATE OFFICER
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Report to Committee

Richmond
To: Planning Committee Date: March 23, 2020
From: Wayne Craig File: RZ 18-843479

Director, Development

Re: Application by Fougere Architecture Inc. for Rezoning at 7100
and 7120 Ash Street from the “Single Detached (RS1/F)” Zone to the “Town
Housing (ZT16) - South McLennan and St. Albans Sub-Area (City Centre)” Zone

Staff Recommendation

That Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500, Amendment Bylaw 10163, for the rezoning of 7100 and
7120 Ash Street from the “Single Detached (RS1/F)” zone to the “Town Housing (ZT16) - South
McLennan and St. Albans Sub-Area (City Centre)” zone, be introduced and given first reading.

Directgr, Development
(604-247-4625)
WC:jr
Att. 7
REPORT CONCURRENCE

RoUTED ToO: CONCURRENCE | CONCURRENCE OF GENERAL MANAGER
Affordable Housing ™ %//q

v i /

/
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Staff Report
Origin

Fougere Architecture Inc. has applied to the City of Richmond for permission to rezone 7100 and
7120 Ash Street from the “Single Detached (RS1/F)” zone, to the “Town Housing (ZT16) -
South McLennan and St. Albans Sub-Area (City Centre)” zone, in order to develop 17
two-storey townhouse units with vehicle access from Ash Street. A location map is provided in
Attachment 1.

Findings of Fact

A Development Application Data Sheet providing details about the development proposal is
provided in Attachment 2.

Subject Site Existing Housing Profile

The subject site consists of two lots, each containing a single-family dwelling. The applicant has
indicated that one of the dwellings was previously owner-occupied, and one was rented. Neither
dwelling contains a secondary suite. Both dwellings would be demolished.

Surrounding Development
Development immediately surrounding the subject site is as follows:

e To the North: Two-storey townhouses on a property zoned “Town Housing (ZT16) -
South McLennan and St. Albans Sub-Area (City Centre)”, with access from Ash Street.

e To the South: A single-family dwelling on a property zoned “Single Detached
(RS1/F)”,” with access from Ash Street.

e To the East: Single-family dwellings on properties zoned “Single Detached (ZS14) —
South McLennan (City Centre)”, with access from Sills Avenue.

e To the West: Across Ash Street, single-family dwellings on properties zoned “Single
Detached (RS1/F)”, with access from Ash Street.

Related Policies & Studies

QOfficial Community Plan/McLennan South Sub-Area Plan

The subject site is located in the City Centre planning area, and is designated “Neighbourhood
Residential” in the Official Community Plan (OCP). The proposed rezoning is consistent with
this designation.

The subject site in located in the area governed by the McLennan South Sub-Area plan, and is
designated “Residential, 2 /2 Storeys”, which permits development in triplex, duplex, and
single-family forms (Attachment 3). Townhouses with units arranged in duplex or triplex
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clusters are considered an appropriate development form in this area. The proposed rezoning 1s
consistent with this designation.

The McLennan South Sub-Area Plan includes requirements for implementation of a new
ring-road system, which would provide for greater vehicle and pedestrian circulation through the
neighbourhood (Attachment 4). The northern part of this ring-road, Sills Avenue, has been
partially constructed to the east and west of the subject site. A straight alignment of Sills Avenue
would require dedication and construction of the new road through a portion of the subject site.

Staff propose an off-set alignment of Sills road further south. The City owns property between
Ash Street and Armstrong Street which would facilitate construction of this road in coordination
with the redevelopment of adjacent properties.

The McLennan South Sub-Area Plan allows new roads to deviate from the circulation map, and
an amendment to the map is not required, provided the proposed deviation:

e Does not result in significant traffic impacts on or compromise access to adjacent
properties.

e Does not result in a significant net increase in the amount of new road envisioned under
the circulation map.

e Results in a coherent pattern that maintains the intended pedestrian scale of the area’s
blocks consistent with the neighbourhood’s residential character.

e Provides a recognizable benefit to the area.

Transportation staff have reviewed the application and support the proposed scheme, as it
supports the Sub-Area Plan objectives of breaking up large blocks and increasing pedestrian
connectivity, Furthermore, the offset alignment of Sills Avenue will provide natural traffic
calming and reinforce Granville Avenue and General Currie Road as the dominant east-west
traffic routes.

To break up the block and provide an additional pedestrian connection, a mixed-use pathway is
provided along the south property line of subject site, This pathway would be expanded through
redevelopment of the properties to the south.

Affordable Housing Strategy

As per the City’s Affordable Housing Strategy, townhouse rezoning applications are required to
provide a cash-in-lieu contribution of $8.50 per buildable square foot towards the City’s
Affordable Housing Reserve Fund. The applicant proposes to make a cash-in-lieu contribution
of $190,468, which is consistent with the Affordable Housing Strategy.

Public Art Program Policy

The applicant will be participating in the City’s Public Art Program by making a voluntary
contribution to the City’s Public Art Reserve Fund for City-wide projects on City lands. Since
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this rezoning was received in 2018, the applicable rate for the contribution is $0.85 per buildable
square foot, for a total contribution in the amount of $19,046.80.

Floodplain Management Implementation Strategy

The proposed redevelopment must meet the requirements of the Richmond Flood Plain
Designation and Protection Bylaw 8204. Registration of a flood indemnity covenant on title is
required prior to final adoption of the rezoning bylaw,

Public Consultation

A rezoning sign has been installed on the subject property. Staff have not received any
comments from the public about the rezoning application in response to the placement of the
rezoning sign on the property.

Should the Planning Committee endorse this application and Council grant first reading to the
rezoning bylaw, the bylaw will be forwarded to a Public Hearing, where any area resident or
interested party will have an opportunity to comment. Public notification for the Public Hearing
will be provided as per the Local Government Act.

Analysis

Site Planning

The applicant proposes 17 two-storey townhouse units with a central drive aisle. Conceptual
development plans are included in Attachment 5.

The proposed site layout consists of seven duplexes and one triplex, all of which contain
two-storey units. Two convertible units are proposed, and would be located on either side of the
common outdoor amenity area. Garbage and recycling is located in two enclosures in the front
yard of the site, allowing for easy access by service vehicles.

Each unit has a private outdoor space at grade off of the living room, and a second storey
balcony off of the master bedroom.

Amenity Space

The applicant is proposing a cash contribution in-lieu of providing indoor amenity space on-site,
at a rate of $1,769 per unit as per the OCP. The total contribution for this 17-unit townhouse
development would be $30,073.

A common outdoor amenity space is proposed on the south side of the drive aisle in the middle
of the site. This location is centrally located, will enjoy good solar exposure, and provides an
additional connection between the drive aisle and the proposed pedestrian pathway. The
proposed design includes landscaping, a concrete pathway for universal access, picnic table,
sandbox, playhouse, and stepping logs in order to provide for a variety of social and play
opportunities for children and adults.
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Further refinement of the site plan, architectural character, outdoor amenity space, and
convertible unit features of the proposed development will occur through the Development
Permit process.

Transportation and Site Access

Vehicle access to the subject site is provided from Ash Street. A small vehicle turnaround is
provided after the first triplex, which would allow passenger vehicles and small vans to access
the site, perform a three-point turn, and exit the site in a forward motion.

Each unit has a garage with two parking spaces in a side-by-side arrangement, which exceeds the
minimum 1.4 spaces per unit required by Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500 for multi-family
developments in the City Centre planning area. Four visitor parking spaces are proposed on site,
including one van accessible parking space. Level 2 EV charging is provided in each garage as
per Zoning Bylaw requirements. Staff support the proposed number of resident and visitor
parking spaces, as it reduces the demand for street parking.

Pedestrian access is provided from multiple locations. The two end units fronting Ash Street
have direct access to the sidewalk. Units on the north side of the site have access from the drive
aisle, and units on the south side of the site have access from both the drive aisle and a proposed
pedestrian walkway.

The pedestrian pathway would connect Ash Street to the intersection of Sills Avenue and
Armstrong Street, improving pedestrian circulation through the neighbourhood in a manner
generally consistent with the McLennan South Sub-Area Plan. This pathway would be expanded
through the future redevelopment of 7140 and 7160 Ash Street. In its interim condition, the
proposed pathway would consist of a 2.0 m wide pathway, 0.5 m wide landscaped strip, and
pedestrian-scale lighting. The ultimate condition would consist of a 2.5 m wide pathway, 0.75 m
wide landscaped strip on both sides, and pedestrian-scale lighting on the north side only.
Construction of the pathway would be through the Servicing Agreement.

Prior to final adoption of the rezoning bylaw, the applicant must provide a 2.5 m wide Statutory
Right-of-Way (SRW) for Public Rights-of-Passage (PROP) for the proposed pedestrian pathway.

An approximately 8.1 m by 8.1 m road dedication is required at the southeast corner of the
subject site for the intersection of Sills Avenue and Armstrong Street. Design and construction of
the road works will be through a Servicing Agreement.

Tree Retention and Replacement

The applicant has submitted a Certified Arborist’s Report; which identifies on-site and off-site
tree species, assesses tree structure and condition, and provides recommendations on tree
retention and removal relative to the proposed development. The Report assesses 23 bylaw-sized
trees on the subject property and 13 trees on neighbouring properties.
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The City’s Tree Preservation Coordinator has reviewed the Arborist’s Report and supports the
Arborist’s findings, with the following comments:

e Four Douglas Fir trees (Tag # 364, 365, 366, 367) located on the development site are in
good condition and should be retained and protected if possible.

o Two Silver Maple trees (Tag # 358, 369) located on the development site are in poor
condition and should be removed and replaced.

e Five Yellow Cedar trees (Tag # 359, 360, 361, 362, 363) located on the development site are
in poor condition and should be removed and replaced.

e Ten Birch trees (Tag # 368, 370, 371, 373, 374, 375, 376, 377, 378, 379) located on the
development site are in poor condition and should be removed and replaced.

e One Black Pine tree (Tag # 372) located on the development site is in poor condition and
should be removed and replaced.

e One Black Pine tree (Tag # 380) is located within the future Armstrong Road right-of-way
(ROW) and is in conflict with the required road works. Replacement is not required for trees
within a required roadway.

o 13 trees (Tag # OS1-OS13) located on adjacent neighbouring properties are identified to be
retained. Provide tree protection as per City of Richmond Tree Protection Information
Bulletin Tree-03.

e Replacement trees should be specified at a 2:1 ratio as per the OCP.

Tree Replacement

The applicant wishes to remove 18 on-site trees (Tag # 358-363 and 368-379) and one tree
within the future roadway (Tag # 380). The 2:1 replacement ratio would require a total of 36
replacement trees. The required replacement trees are to be of the following minimum sizes,
based on the size of the trees being removed as per Tree Protection Bylaw No. 8057.

Minimum Caliper of Deciduous Minimum Height of Coniferous
Replacement Tree Replacement Tree

No. of Replacement Trees

8 11 cm 6m
4 10 cm 55m
10 8cm 4m
14 6 cm 3.5m

To satisfy the 2:1 replacement ratio established in the OCP, the applicant proposes to plant a
minimum of 36 replacement trees in the development. If required replacement trees cannot be
accommodated on-site, a cash-in-lieu contribution in the amount of $750/tree to the City’s Tree
Compensation Fund for off-site planting is required.

Tree Protection

Four trees (Tag # 364-367) on the subject site and 13 trees (Tag # OS1-OS13) on neighbouring
properties are to be retained and protected. The applicant has submitted a tree protection plan
showing the trees to be retained and the measures taken to protect them during development

PLN - 264

6426161




March 23, 2020 -7 - RZ 18-843479

stage (Attachment 6). To ensure that the trees identified for retention are protected at
development stage, the applicant is required to complete the following items:

Prior to final adoption of the rezoning bylaw, submission to the City of a contract with a
Certified Arborist for the supervision of all works conducted within or in close proximity to
tree protection zones. The contract must include the scope of work required, the number of
proposed monitoring inspections at specified stages of construction, any special measures
required to ensure tree protection, and a provision for the arborist to submit a
post-construction impact assessment to the City for review.

Prior to final adoption of the rezoning bylaw, submission to the City of a $40,000 survival
security for the four on-site trees to be retained.

Prior to demolition of the existing dwellings on the subject site, installation of tree protection
fencing around all trees to be retained. Tree protection fencing must be installed to City
standard in accordance with the City’s Tree Protection Information Bulletin Tree-03 prior to
any works being conducted on-site, and remain in place until construction and landscaping
on-site is completed.

Variance Requested

The proposed development is generally in compliance with the “Town Housing (Z116) - South
McLennan and St. Albans Sub-Area (City Centre)” zone in Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500, with
the exception of the following variances:

1.

Reduce the minimum front yard setback from 6.0 m to 1.21 m for accessory structures only.

Staff are supportive of the proposal as it allows the garbage and recycling enclosures to be
located near the entrance to the site, reducing the distance required for collection vehicles
to back up out of the site. The proposal is consistent with existing development to the north
of the site. Review of the design and screening of the proposed enclosures would be
through the Development Permit process.

Reduce the minimum setback to Sills Avenue/Armstrong Street from 6.0 m to 2.53 m.

The reduced setback results from road dedication for the intersection of Sills Avenue and
Armstrong Street, Staff are supportive of the proposal as it is a similar setback to what is
proposed between the building and the edge of the pedestrian pathway. The building
would be approximately 4.03 m from the edge of the sidewalk, which is greater than the
3.6 m sethack from the building to the pedestrian pathway.

Additionally, the proposed setback is similar to with what would be achieved by the future
redevelopment of the properties to the south. Single-family lots with a north-south
orientation would result in the corner lot having a 3.0 m exterior side yard setback to
Armstrong Street.
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BC Energy Step Code

On July 26, 2018, Council adopted BC Energy Step Code requirements for all new residential
developments. The proposed development consists of townhouses that staff anticipates would be
designed and built in accordance with Part 9 of the BC Building Code. As such, this
development would be expected to achieve Step 3 of the BC Energy Step Code for Part 9
construction (Climate Zone 4).

Site Servicing and Frontage Improvements

The applicant is required to enter into a Servicing Agreement at Building Permit stage for the
design and construction of the required site servicing and frontage works, as described in
Attachment 7.

Frontage improvements on Ash Street include, but may not be limited to, the following:
¢ Road widening to a total width of 8.5 m.

e 1.75 m wide sidewalk at the property line, approx. 2.5 m wide landscaped boulevard, and
0.15 m curb and gutter.

e Removal of the two existing driveways and replacement with a new driveway crossing
and frontage works as described above,

e Relocation or undergrounding of the hydro utility pole located within the proposed new
driveway.

Frontage improvements on Sills Avenue include, but may not be limited to, the following:

e 1.5 m wide sidewalk, landscaped boulevard, and 0.15 m curb and gutter along the curved
alignment of the intersection of Sills Avenue and Armstrong Street.

The on-site pedestrian pathway connecting Ash Street to Sills Avenue will include, but may not
be limited to:

e 0.5 m landscaped strip with lighting; and

e 2.0 m wide paved surface, or other treatment as deemed appropriate in order to retain off-
site trees.

Development Permit Application

A Development Permit application is required to be processed to a satisfactory level prior to final
adoption of the rezoning bylaw. Further refinements to architectural, landscape, and urban
design will be completed as part of the Development Permit application review process,
including, but not limited to, the following:
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e Compliance with the Development Permit Guidelines for multi-family developments in
the OCP and McLennan South Sub-Area Plan.

e Review of the size and species of on-site trees to ensure bylaw compliance and to achieve
a mix of coniferous and deciduous species.

e Review and refinement of tree retention measures to ensure the survival of the four
Douglas Fir trees located on the north side of the site, as well as the trees located on the
neighbouring property to the south in close proximity to the proposed pedestrian
pathway.

e Design of the common outdoor amenity space, including choice of play equipment and
other features to ensure a safe and vibrant environment for children’s play and social
interaction.

e Design of the proposed waste enclosures within the front yard setback, to ensure an
attractive streetscape and adequate screening.

e Review of accessibility features, including aging-in-place features in all units, and the
provision of two convertible units.

e Review of a sustainability strategy for the development proposal, including steps to
achieve Step 3 of the Energy Step Code for Part 9 construction (Climate Zone 4).

Financial Impact

The rezoning application results in an insignificant Operational Budget Impact (OBI) for oftf-site
City infrastructure (such as roadworks, waterworks, storm sewers, sanitary sewers, street lights,
street trees and traffic signals).

Conclusion

The purpose of this application is to rezone 7100 and 7120 Ash Street from the “Single Detached
(RS1/F)” zone, to the “Town Housing (Z116) - South McLennan and St. Albans Sub-Area (City
Centre)” zone, in order to develop 17 two-storey townhouse units with vehicle access from

Ash Street.

The rezoning application complies with the land use designations and applicable policies
contained within the OCP for the subject site. Further review of the project design will be
completed as part of the Development Permit application review process.

The list of rezoning considerations is included in Attachment 7, which has been agreed to by the
applicant (signed concurrence on file).
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It is recommended that Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500, Amendment Bylaw 10163 be introduced
and given first reading.

e

Jordan Rockerbie

Planner 1

(604-276-4092)

JR:blg

Attachment 1:
Attachment 2;
Attachment 3:
Attachment 4:
Attachment 5:
Attachment 6:
Attachment 7:

6426161

Location Map and Aerial Photo

Development Application Data Sheet

McLennan South Sub-Area Plan Land Use Map
McLennan South Sub-Area Plan Circulation Map
Conceptual Development Plans

Tree Retention Plan

Rezoning Considerations
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City of
Richmond

RZ 18-843479 Attachment 2

Address: 7100 & 7120 Ash Street

Applicant: Fougere Architecture Inc.

Development Application Data Sheet
Development Applications Department

Pianning Area(s).

City Centre — McLennan South

l Existing Proposed
Owner: 1199445 BC LTD To be determined
Site Size (m?): 3,535.3 m? 3,469.7 m?
Land Uses: Single-family Townhouses
OCP Designation: Neighbourhood Residential No change
Area Plan Designation: Residential, 2 ¥ Storeys No change R

Zoning:

Single Detached (RS1/F)

Town Housing (ZT16) - South
McLennan and St. Albans Sub-
Area (City Centre)

Number of Units:

Two single-family dwellings

17 townhouse dwellings

On Future
Subdivided Lots

Bylaw Requirement

Proposed

Variance

Depth: No minimum

Depth: 92.13 m

Floor Area Ratio: Max. 0.60 Max. 0.60 none permitted
: 2, 4 Max. 2,081.8 m? 2,081.7 m? ,
Buildable Floor Area (m°): (22,408 ﬂz) (22,407 ftz) none permitted
Lot Coverage (% of lot area): Building: Max. 40% Building: Max. 40% none
Lot Size: No minimum 3,469.7 m? none
Lot Dimensions (m): Width: No minimum Width: 38.38 m none

Front: Min. 6.0 m

Front: 6.0 m for
buildings, 1.21 m for
accessory structures

Front: vary by
4.79 m for
accessory

structures only

Setbacks (m): Rear. Min. 3.0 m Rear: 3.02 m
Side: Min. 3.0 m Side: 3.6 m
To Sills Ave:
To Sills Ave: Min. 6.0 m To Sills Ave: 2.53 m vary by 3.47 m
Height (m): Max. 11.0 m Max. 11.0 m none
Off-street Parking Spaces — 1.4 (R)and 0.2 (V) per 2 (R) and 0.24 (V) per none
Regular (R) / Visitor (V). unit unit

6426161
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On Future
Subdivided Lots

Bylaw Requirement

Proposed

Variance

Off-street Parking Spaces — Total: 24 (R)and 4 (V) 34 (R) and 4 (V) none
, _ Permitted ~ Maximum of o
Tandem Parking Spaces: 50% of required spaces 0% none
. _ Permitted ~ Maximum of o
Small Car Parking Spaces: 50% of required spaces 45% (17 spaces) none
Accessible Parking Spaces: 1 1 none
Amenity Space — Indoor: 50 m? or cash-in-lieu Cash-in-lieu none
Amenity Space — Outdoor: 6 m? per unit (i.e. 102 m?) 102 m? none

Other: Tree replacement compensation required for loss of significant trees.

* Preliminary estimate; not inclusive of garage; exact building size to be determined through zoning bylaw compliance

review at Building Permit stage.
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City of Richmond
Bylaw 9106
Land Use Map 2015/09/14
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ATTACHMENT 4

City of Richmond

)  Encourage cycling as a means of travel by calming
automobile traffic within McLennan South and supporting
the City Centre policies and programs for bicycles.

. . Byl
~irculation Map 27110
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ATTACHMENT 6
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_ ATTACHMENT 7
 City of Rezoning Considerations

Development Applications Department

Richmond | 6911 No. 3 Road, Richmond, BC V6Y 2C1

Address: 7100 & 7120 Ash Street File No.: RZ 18-843479

Prior to final adoption of Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500, Amendment Bylaw 10163, the developer is
required to complete the following:

1. 8.1 m by 8.1 m road dedication at the southeast corner of the site, for the extension of Sills Avenue.
2. Consolidation of all the lots into one development parcel (which will require the demolition of the existing dwellings).

3. Submission 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 trees to be retained. The Contract should include the scope of
work to be undertaken, including: the proposed number of site monitoring inspections, and a provision for the
Arborist to submit a post-construction assessment report to the City for review.

4. Submission of a Tree Survival Security to the City in the amount of $40,000 for the four on-site trees to be retained
(Tag # 364-367).

5. Installation of appropriate tree protection fencing around all trees to be retained as part of the development prior to
any construction activities, including building demolition, occurring on-site.

6. Granting of an approximately 2.5 m wide statutory right-of-way for public rights-of-passage across the entire south
property line for the construction of a pedestrian pathway. Design is to include 2.0 m wide pathway and 0.5 m wide
landscaped shoulder with pedestrian-scale lighting.

Any works essential for public access within the required statutory right-of-way (SRW) are to be included in the
Servicing Agreement (SA) and the maintenance & liability responsibility is to be clearly noted. The design must be
prepared in accordance with good engineering practice with the objective to optimize public safety and after
completion of the works, the Owner is required to provide a certificate of inspection for the works, prepared and
sealed by the Owner’s Engineer in a form and content acceptable to the City, certifying that the works have been
constructed and completed in accordance with the accepted design. Works to be secured via DP (for multi-family,
commercial or industrial (only those industrial sites within the City Centre Area Plan or otherwise required by the
OCP DP Guidelines), or via Rezoning for single-family sites.

. Registration of a flood indemnity covenant on title.

8. City acceptance of the developer’s offer to voluntarily contribute $$0.85 per buildable square foot (e.g. $19,046.80) to
the City’s Public Art Fund.

9. Contribution of $1,769 per dwelling unit (e.g. $30,073) in-lieu of on-site indoor amenity space to go towards
development of City facilities.

10. City acceptance of the developer’s offer to voluntarily contribute $8.50 per buildable square foot (e.g. $190,468) to
the City’s Affordable Housing Fund.

11. The submission and processing of a Development Permit* completed to a level deemed acceptable by the Director of
Development.

Prior to a Development Permit’ being forwarded to the Development Permit Panel for consideration, the
developer is required to:
1. Submission of a Landscape Plan, prepared by a Registered Landscape Architect, to the satisfaction of the Director of
Development. The Landscape Plan should:
* comply with the guidelines of the OCP’s Arterial Road Policy and should not include hedges along the front
property line;
* include a mix of coniferous and deciduous trees;
* include the dimensions of tree protection fencinias illustrated on the Tree Retention Plan attached to this report;
and -
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* include the 36 required replacement trees with the following minimum sizes:

No. of Replacement Trees Minimum Caliper of Deciduous Minimum Height of Coniferous
Replacement Tree Replacement Tree
8 11 cm 6m
4 10cm 55m
10 8 cm 4m
14 6 cm 3.6m

If required replacement trees cannot be accommodated on-site, a cash-in-lieu contribution in the amount of $750/tree
to the City’s Tree Compensation Fund for off-site planting is required.

Complete a proposed townhouse energy efficiency report and recommendations prepared by a Certified Energy
Advisor which demonstrates how the proposed construction will meet or exceed the required townhouse energy
efficiency standards (BC Energy Step Code Step 3 or better).

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

1.

Submission of a Landscape Security based on 100% of the cost estimate provided by the Landscape Architect,
including installation costs.

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

1.

Installation of appropriate tree protection fencing around all trees to be maintained as part of the development prior to
any construction activities, including building demolition, occurring on-site. Should the developer with to begin site
preparation work after third reading of the rezoning bylaw, but prior to final adoption of the rezoning bylaw and
issuance of the Development Permit, the applicant will be required to obtain a Tree Removal Permit (Rezoning in
Process — T3).

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 Department. Management
Plan shall include location for parking for services, deliveries, workers, loading, application for any lane closures, and
proper construction traffic controls as per Traffic Control Manual for works on Roadways (by Ministry of
Transportation) and MMCD Traffic Regulation Section 01570.

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

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

Enter into a Servicing Agreement* for the design and construction of engineering infrastructure improvements. A
Letter of Credit or cash security for the value of the Service Agreement works, as determined by the City, will be
required as part of entering into the Servicing Agreement. Works include, but may not be limited to, the following:

Water Works:

a) Using the OCP Model, there is 452 L/s of water available at a 20 psi residual at the Ash Street frontage. Based on

your proposed development, your site requires a minimum fire flow of 220 L/s.

b) At Developer’s cost, the Developer is required to:

i} Submit Fire Underwriter Survey (FUS) or International Organization for Standardization (ISO) fire flow
calculations to confirm development has adequate fire flow for onsite fire protection. Calculations must be
signed and sealed by a Professional Engineer and be based on Building Permit Stage building designs.

ii) Review hydrant spacing on all road frontages and install new fire hydrants as required to meet City spacing
requirements for the proposed land use.

iii) Provide a right-of-way for the water meter. Minimum right-of-way dimensions to be the size of the meter box
(from the City of Richmond supplementai ppi}iliaQdgis) + any appurtenances (for example, the bypass on
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W20-SD) + 0.5 m on all sides. Exact right-of-way dimensions to be finalized via the servicing agreement
process,

c) At Developer’s cost, the City will:

i)
ii)

Cut, cap, and remove all existing water connections and meters serving the development site.

Install one new water connection to serve the proposed development. The water meter and meter box shall be
located onsite in a right-of-way, as described above.

Storm Sewer Works:

a) At Developer’s cost, the Developer is required to:

b)

i)
ii)

iii)
iv)

v)

Provide an erosion and sediment control plan for all on-site and off-site works, to be reviewed as part of the
servicing agreement design.

Upgrade approximately 40 m of storm sewer along the Ash Street frontage to minimum 600 mm diameter,
from the north property line to the south property line, complete with new manholes at the tie-in points.
Reconnect all existing services to the proposed storm sewer.

Perform a capacity analysis to size the proposed storm sewer. The analysis shall be included in the servicing
agreement drawing set,

Confirm the locations of inspection chambers STIC 43549 and STIC 43554. If the inspection chambers are
located within the development site, the developer shall provide rights-of-ways to accommodate the
inspection chambers. Alternatively, the developer can obtain written consent from the adjacent property
owners for access to their properties to re-align the storm connections so that the inspection chambers can be
relocated out of the development site. Prior to seeking consent from the adjacent property owners, the
developer is required to coordinate with the City to ensure the form and content of the communication will
satisfy the City’s requirements.

At Developer’s cost, the City will:

i)

i)

Cut, cap, and remove all existing storm connections serving the development site. The connections at the
north and south property lines of the development site shall be capped at the inspection chamber and the
inspection chambers retained, to keep service to the adjacent properties as described above.

Complete all tie-ins for the proposed works to existing City infrastructure,

Sanitary Sewer Works:

c) At Developer’s cost, the City will:

1)
ii)

Cut, cap, and remove all existing sanitary connections and inspection chambers serving the development site.
Install one new sanitary connection, complete with inspection chamber, to serve the proposed development.

Frontage Improvements:

d) At Developer’s cost, the Developer is required to:

i)

i)

Coordinate with BC Hydro, Telus and other private communication service providers:
(1) To relocate or underground the hydro pole at the common property line of 7100 & 7120 Ash Street, as
required to facilitate construction of the proposed driveway and sidewalk.
(2) To pre-duct for future hydro, telephone and cable utilities along all road frontages.
(3) Before relocating/modifying any of the existing power poles and/or guy wires within the property
frontages.
(4) To underground overhead service lines.
Locate/relocate all above ground utility cabinets and kiosks required to service the proposed development,
and all above ground utility cabinets and kiosks located along the development’s frontages, within the
developments site (see list below for examples). A functional plan showing conceptual locations for such
infrastructure shall be included in the development design review process. Please coordinate with the
respective private utility companies and the project’s lighting and traffic signal consultants to confirm the
requirements (e.g., statutory right-of-way dimensions) and the locations for the aboveground structures. If a
private utility company does not require aPe'bNegtz @i structure, that company shall confirm this via a letter
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to be submitted to the City. The following are examples of statutory right-of-ways that shall be shown on the
architectural plans/functional plan, the servicing agreement drawings, and registered prior to SA design
approval:

(1) BC HydroPMT-4.0x50m

(2) BCHydro LPT—3.5x3.5m

(3) Street light kiosk—1.5x 1.5 m

(4) Traffic signal kiosk ~2.0x 1.5 m

(5) Traffic signal UPS—1.0x 1.0 m

(6) Shaw cable kiosk— 1.0 x 1.0 m

(7) Telus FDH cabinet— 1.1 x 1.0 m

iii) Provide street lighting along Ash Street.
iv) Complete frontage improvements on Ash Street including:

(1) Road widening to a total width if 8.5 m, which will require shifting the crown of the road east to match
the existing road cross-section north of the subject site;

(2) New 1.75 m wide concrete sidewalk next to the property line; and

(3) New 2.5 m wide boulevard, including grass, trees, and road lighting;

v) Complete frontage improvements on Sills Avenue including:

(1) Construct new curb and gutter along the curved alignment of the intersection of Sills Avenue and
Armstrong Street;

(2) Construct a new 1.5 m wide concrete sidewalk along the curved alignment of the intersection of Sills
Avenue and Armstrong Street, within the new road dedication at the southeast of the subject site;

(3) Construct a new grass/tree boulevard of varying width between the new sidewalk and new north curb
line of Sills Avenue, and infill the area between the new sidewalk and the property lines of the subject
site and 9515 Sills Avenue with a new grass/tree boulevard; and

(4) Reconstruct the existing driveway to 9515 Sills Avenue to City design standards to suit the new curb
and sidewalk alignment described above.

vi) Construct a pedestrian pathway along the south property line, to include:
(1) 0.5 m landscaped shoulder with lighting; and
(2) 2.0 m paved pathway, or other surface treatment to the satisfaction of the City

General Items:

e) At Developer’s cost, the Developer is required to:

i) Provide, prior to start of site preparation works or within the first servicing agreement submission, whichever
comes first, a preload plan and geotechnical assessment of preload, dewatering, and soil preparation impacts
on the existing utilities fronting the development site and provide mitigation recommendations. Based on the
City’s review of the geotechnical report, at the City’s discretion, some or all of the following may be required:

(1) Provide a video inspection report of the existing storm and sanitary sewers fronting the development
site prior to start of site preparation works or within the first servicing agreement submission,
whichever comes first. A follow-up video inspection, complete with a civil engineer’s signed and sealed
recommendation letter, is required after site preparation works are complete (i.e. pre-load removal,
completion of dewatering, etc.) to assess the condition of the existing utilities and provide
recommendations to retain, replace, or repair. Any utilities damaged by the pre-load, de-watering, or
other ground preparation shall be replaced or repaired at the Developer’s cost.

(2) Conduct pre- and post-preload elevation surveys of all surrounding roads, utilities, and structures. Any
damage, nuisance, or other impact to be repaired at the developer’s cost. The post-preload elevation
survey shall be incorporated within the servicing agreement design.

(3) Monitor the settlement at the adjacent utilities and structures during pre-loading, dewatering, and soil
preparation works per a geotechnical engineer’s recommendations, and report the settlement amounts to
the City for approval.

ii) Coordinate the servicing agreement design for this development with the servicing agreement(s) for the
adjacent development(s), both existing and in-stream. The developer’s civil engineer shall submit a signed
and sealed letter with each servicing agreement submission confirming that they have coordinated with civil
engineer(s) of the adjacent project(s) and {pqt NesQgging agreement designs are consistent. The City will
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not accept the 1st submission if it is not coordinated with the adjacent developments. The coordination letter
should cover, but not be limited to, the following;:

(1) Corridors for City utilities (existing and proposed water, storm sewer, sanitary and DEU) and private

utilities.

(2) Pipe sizes, material and slopes.

(3) Location of manholes and fire hydrants.

(4) Road grades, high points and low points.

(5) Alignment of ultimate and interim curbs.

(6) Proposed street lights design.

iii) Enter into, if required, additional legal agreements, as determined via the subject development's Servicing
Agreement(s) and/or Development Permit(s), and/or Building Permit(s) to the satisfaction of the Director of
Engineering, 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.

Note:

*

This requires a separate application.

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

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

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

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

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
that where significant trees or vegetation exists on site, the services of a Qualified Environmental Professional (QEP) be secured
to perform a survey and ensure that development activities are in compliance with all relevant legislation.

[signed concurrence on file]

Signed Date
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Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500
Amendment Bylaw 10163 (RZ 18-843479)
7100 & 7120 Ash Street

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

1.

The Zoning Map of the City of Richmond, which accompanies and forms part of Richmond
Zoning Bylaw 8500, is amended by repealing the existing zoning designation of the
following area and by designating it “TOWN HOUSING (ZT16) - SOUTH
MCLENNAN AND ST. ALBANS SUB-AREA (CITY CENTRE)”.

P.I.D. 000-788-597
The North 76 Feet of Lot 3 Block “C” of Section 15 Block 4 North Range 6 West New
Westminster District Plan 1207

P.I.D. 000-751-359
Lot 3 Except: the North 76 Feet; Block “C” Section 15 Block 4 North Range 6 West New
Westminster District Plan 1207

2. This Bylaw may be cited as “Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500, Amendment Bylaw
10163”.
FIRST READING

A PUBLIC HEARING WAS HELD ON

SECOND READING

CITY OF
RICHMOND

APPROVED
y

THIRD READING

OTHER CONDITIONS SATISFIED

ADOPTED

6427581

MAYOR CORPORATE OFFICER
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| hmor Report to Committee

To: Planning Committee Date: March 26, 2020

From: Barry Konkin File:  01-0100-30-AADV1-
Director, Policy Planning 01/2020-Vol 01

Re: Food Security and Agricultural Advisory Committee 2019 Annual Report and
2020 Work Program

Staff Recommendation

That the Food Security and Agricultural Advisory Committee 2020 Work Program, as presented
in the staff report, titled “Food Security and Agricultural Advisory Committee 2019 Annual
Report and 2020 Work Program”, dated March 26, 2020, from the Director of Policy Planning,
be approved.

L

Barry Konkin
Director, Policy Planning
(604-276-4139)

Att. 2

REPORT CONCURRENCE

CONCURR%JF GENERAL MANAGER

I 4

SENIOR STAFF REPORT REVIEX/ INITIALS:

PPROVED BINCAO
/
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Staff Report
Origin

The Food Security and Agricultural Advisory Committee (FSAAC) advises Council on food
security and agricultural issues referred by Council or staff. In accordance with the Terms of
Reference for the FSAAC, this report summarizes the activities of the Committee in 2019
(Attachment 1) and recommends a 2020 Work Program (Attachment 2) for consideration and
approval by Council. The Committee reviewed and endorsed the proposed 2020 Work Program
at the FSAAC meeting held on February 20, 2020.

This report supports Council’s Strategic Plan 2018-2022 Strategy #2 A Sustainable and
Environmentally Conscious City:

2.3 Increase emphasis on local food systems, urban agriculture and organic farming.

This report supports Council’s Strategic Plan 2018-2022 Strategy #8 An Engaged and Informed
Community:

Ensure that the citizenry of Richmond is well-informed and engaged about City business
and decision-making.

2019 Annual Report

The detailed 2019 Annual Report is contained in Attachment 1 and includes the following
highlights:

e Reviewed and provided comments on a total of 6 development proposals related to or
impacting agricultural activities and 3 soil deposit applications. This included
Agricultural Land Reserve (ALR) subdivision proposals, non-farm use applications, and
ALR exclusion applications.

e Received regular updates and provided comments on various City policies and initiatives
(e.g., cannabis production in the ALR and the proposed Farming First Strategy).

e Received updates and provided comments on the Garden City Lands Project as presented
by Parks staff.

e Received updates and provided comments on drainage and irrigation projects impacting
agriculture as presented by Engineering staff, including the Flood Protection
Management Strategy.

2020 Work Program

The detailed 2020 Work Program is contained in Attachment 2 and includes the following
highlights:

e Review and provide comments on development proposals and soil deposit applications
forwarded to the FSAAC from staff or Council.
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e Continue to receive regular updates, and assist in preparing and providing comments on
the proposed Farming First Strategy, as presented by Policy Planning staff.

e Continue to receive regular updates and provide comments on the Garden City Lands
Project, as presented by Parks staff,

e Provide education and information sharing to the Committee regarding sustainable farm
practices and agriculture-specific strategies for climate change resilience.

e Explore opportunities to raise public awareness of local farming and strengthen
relationships with external organizations that promote agriculture.

The work program will be revised as necessary, based on emerging issues and future Council
priorities.

Financial Impact
None.
Conclusion

The Food Security and Agricultural Advisory Committee (FSAAC) serves an important role in
providing advice and guidance to Council on food security and agricultural issues. The 2019
Annual Report for the FSAAC is submitted for information and the 2020 Work Program is
recommended for Council’s approval.

Qo

Steven De Sousa
Planner 1
(604-204-8529)

SDS:cas

Att. 1: Food Security and Agricultural Advisory Committee 2019 Annual Report
2: Food Security and Agricultural Advisory Committee 2020 Work Program
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2019 Annual Report

ATTACHMENT 1

Food Security and Agricultural Advisory Committee (FSAAC)

City and ALC
Development Applications

Agricultural advice to Council

Reviewed and provided comments on
a total of 6 development applications
forwarded to the FSAAC from staff.
Projects covered issuesre  dto
ALR subdivision applications, ALR
non-farm use applications, and ALR
exclusion applications.

Soil Removal and Deposit
Applications in the ALR

Agricultural advice to Council

Reviewed and provided comments on
a total of 3 soil deposit applications
forwarded to the FSAAC from staff.

Farming First Stre  jy
(Agricultural Viability
Strategy Update)

Agricultural advice to Council

f id provided comments on
the proposed Farming First Strategy
which is an update of the 2003
Agricultural Viability Strategy.

Garden City Lands

Agricultural advice to Council

Reviewed and provided comments on
the implementation of the Garden City
Lands Project as presented by Parks
staff.

City Policy Initiatives

Agricultural advice to Council

Reviewed issues related to agriculture
and food security policy forwarded to
the FSAAC from staff.

Projects covered issues related to
regulations for cannabis production in
the ALR and the proposed Farming
First Strategy.

Drainage and Irrigation

Agricultural advice to Council

Received updates from Engineering
staff on drainage and irrigation
projects impacting agriculture.
Reviewed and provided comments on
the Flood Protection Management
Strategy as presented by Engineering
staff.

6426090
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Development Applications Reviewed in 2019
Food Security and Agricultural Advisory Committee (FSAAC)

ALR Development Applications

SD 19-855340

PID 029-323-380, 001-704-
214 & 001-754-475 (no civic
addresses)

Subdivision consistent with the
Agricultural Land Commission Act
(ALCA) ALR General Regulation for
farm succession planning.

AG 18-842960

9500 No. 5 Road

ALR non-farm use application to allow
a school within the westerly 110 m,
subject to farming the backlands.

AG 19-855723

14680 Burrows Road

AG 19-855800

14920 Burrows Road

ALR exclusion application to remove
the prooertv from the ALR.

ALR exclusion application to remove
the property from the ALR.

AG 19-855911

14540 Burrows Road

ALR exclusion application to remove
the property from the ALR.

AG 19-863866

Lands bounded by the
Granville Avenue, No. 7 Road,
Blundell Road and Savage
Road allowances.

ALR non-farm use application to
revise the previously approved ALR
non-farm use to expand and extend
the timeline for the existing landfill
operation.

ALR Soil Removal and Deposit Applications

CD 68016

8611 No. 6 Road

Deposit 80,000 m? of soil on the
property to support the production of
blueberries.

CD 68137

11300 & 11340 Blundell Road

Deposit 17,500 m?3 of soil on the
property to support the production of
blueberries.

CD 60012

21700 River Road

Deposit 23,673 m?® of soil on the
property to support the production of
blueberries.

6426090
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2020 Work Program

ATTACHMENT 2

Fand Qoconwvitv and Aoriconltnral Advicarv Cammitton (FCA AM

City and ALC
Development Applications

Agricultural advice to Council

Review development applications
forwarded to the FSAAC from staff or
Council.

Provide comments to applicants.

Soil Removal and Deposit
Applications in the ALR

Agricultural advice to Council

Review soil applications (removal or
deposit) forwarded to the FSAAC from
staff or Council.

Provide comments to applicants.

Farming First Strategy
(Agricultural Viability
Strategy Update)

Agricultural advice to Council

Review the p  )sed Farming First
Strategy, and assist in the preparation
and update of the Agricultural Viability
Strategy.

Provide comments to staff.

Garden City Lands

Agricultural advice to Council

Continue to review the implementation
of the Garden City Lands Project as
presented by Parks staff, including any
non-farm use applications.

Provide comments to staff.

City Policy Initiatives

Agricultural advice to Council

Review issues related to agriculture
and food security policy forwarded to
the FSAAC from staff or Council.
Provide comments to staff.

Drainage and Irrigation

Agricultural advice to Council

Receive updates from Engineering
staff on drainage and irrigation projects
impacting agriculture.

Provide comments to staff.

Transportation

Agricultural advice to Council

Receive updates from Transportation
staff on projects impacting agriculture.
Provide comments to staff.

Environment

Agricultural advice to Council

Education and information sharing
regarding sustainable farming
practices (incl. water conservation,
renewable energy use, soil
management).

Education and information sharing
regarding crop strategies that can
adapt to climate change.

Public awareness and
local food initiatives

Improved awareness and

understanding of agriculture

and food security issues

Raise public awareness of local
farming, farmer’s markets, and local
food products, produce and programs.
Strengthen relationships with outside
organizations that provide agriculture-
related educational opportunities and
promote local farming.

*Note: the work program will be revised as necessary, based on emerging issues and future Council

priorities.
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To: - Planning Committee Date: March 5, 2020
From: James Cooper, Architect AIBC File:  08-4430-01/2020-Vol
Director, Building Approvals 01

Barry Konkin
Director, Policy Planning

Re: Fence Regulations Addressing Height and Materials

Staff Recommendation

1. That Richmond Zoning Bylaw No. 8500, Amendment Bylaw No. 10122, respecting
changes to fence regulations, be introduced and given first reading, and

2. That Building Regulation Bylaw No. 7230, Amendment Bylaw No. 10144, requiring a
permit for fences constructed with concrete foundations, be introduced and given first,
second and third readings.

B = — B % ) / @
\Jarés Cooper, Aré’lflitect AIBC Barryéonkin

Director, Building Approvals Director, Policy Planning
(604-247-4606) (604-276-4139)
Att. 4
REPORT CONCURRENCE
ROUTED TO: CONCURRENCE | CONCURRENCE OF GENERAL MANAGER
Law o Zety
Finance 14 /
SENIOR STAFF REPORT REVIEW INmALs: | APBROVED BY CAO
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Staff Report
Origin
At the November 5, 2019 Planning Committee meeting, the following referral motion was
passed:
That staff review Richmond Zoning Bylaw No. 8500 to examine:

1) regulations for building fences and walls, including the definition of a fence and a
wall;

2) materials that can be used, including the possible elimination of masonry and iron,;
and

3) tree planting restrictions,
and report back.

This report supports Council’s Strategic Plan 2018-2022 Strategy #6 Strategic and Well-Planned
Growth:

Leadership in effective and sustainable growth that supports Richmond's physical and
social needs.

6.1 Ensure an effective OCP and ensure development aligns with it.

The referral was a result of public concerns regarding unpermitted construction of a concrete
planter along the 181 m (594 ft) frontage of a property on No. 2 Road, which is zoned
“Agriculture (AG1).” This report responds to the referral by providing information on current
fence regulations in the City of Richmond and presents a bylaw for Council’s consideration
which would amend current fence regulations.

After investigating provisions to regulate tree planting, staff have determined that there are legal
issues regarding imposition of regulations for fencing in the Agricultural Land Reserve (ALR)
that are more appropriately addressed by the City Solicitor in a separate memorandum to Council
offering legal advice on the matter.

Findings of Fact

Current Fence Regulations

Fences and walls are different types of structures. Richmond Zoning Bylaw No. 8500 and
Building Regulation Bylaw No. 7230 contains existing interpretations and regulations for fences.
Currently, both Richmond Zoning Bylaw No. 8500 and Building Regulation Bylaw No. 7230
provide a definition of ‘fence,” but not ‘wall.’
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Bylaw No. 8500 Section 3.4 defines a fence:

“Fence means a structure used as an enclosure or for screening purposes around
all or part of a lot.”

Bylaw No. 7230 Section 3.4 defines a fence:

“Fence means a structure bounding an area of land designed to limit access to or
from the area or to screen the area from view.”

Fence regulations are provided in Section 6 of Richmond Zoning Bylaw No. 8500 and limit
fence heights along arterial roads and in residential and non-residential zones. Barbed wire,
razor wire and barbed tape obstacle, and electrified wire are prohibited in residential zones and
permitted in other zones under certain conditions. Other materials, including masonry and iron
(ornamental metal), are not currently regulated. See Attachment 1 for an excerpt of Richmond
Zoning Bylaw No. 8500 current fence regulations.

In addition, in a report to committee dated June 6, 2017, staff noted that it is unlawful for the
City to prohibit front yard fences or gates, but as per the Local Government Act, Council is able
to regulate these structures, including siting, height, materials and setbacks.

Fence Regulation Research

In examining Richmond’s fence regulations, staff have conducted an environmental scan of
fence requirements in other municipalities in and around Metro Vancouver (Attachment 2). The
results of the scan indicate the following:

e Some municipalities do not define ‘fence’; however, some definitions of ‘structure’
include fences.

e Most municipalities do not define ‘wall.’
¢ All municipalities limit fence height in residential zones.
e Some municipalities limit fence height in agricultural zones.

¢ Most municipalities do not regulate fence material with the exception of Coquitlam
which has prohibited unadorned cast in place concrete which is termed “wall” and not
fence.

Following the environmental scan, staff examined the City’s current regulations and identified a
series of recommended bylaw amendments for Council’s consideration. The proposed
amendments are included in Bylaw No. 10122,

Analysis

The public and Council recently raised concerns regarding concrete supported structures on
agriculturally zoned properties and how such structures are regulated by existing zoning
definitions. In order to address the November 5, 2019 Planning Committee referral, staff have
examined existing fencing regulations and related definitions in Richmond Zoning Bylaw

No. 8500, to identify areas where these regulations could be improved.
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Based on the analysis, it is recommended that regulations pertaining to fence construction in
agriculture zones be amended to achieve the intended agrarian character of these areas. Ornate
or masonry style fences will be prohibited in agricultural zones outside of the street frontage
associated with the principal dwelling. Fencing materials outside of the street frontage shall be
agrarian in character consisting of materials and dimensions as defined in this report. This report
also proposes amendments to clarify how the vertical height of fences is measured. Proposed
Bulletins 43 and 44 (Attachments 3 and 4) have been created to clarify this information for the
public.

Amendments to Richmond Zoning Bylaw No. 8500

Staff have identified opportunities to improve regulations to provide more clarity regarding
fencing. The following amendments to Richmond Zoning Bylaw No. 8500 are recommended:

Amendments to Section 3.4 — Use and Term Definitions (Applicable to All Zones)

Proposed Amendments ! Comments
Height, fence  Means the vertical distance between the - Replacement of ‘average
average finished site grade measured at a landscape grade’ with ‘average
point 1.0 m from both sides of the property line finished site grade.” Finished site
to the top of the fence. grade is consistent with the
language in the zoning bylaw and
is defined.

- Replacement of ‘both sides of the
fence’ to ‘both sides of the
property line.” This accounts for
fences that may be built 1.0 m or
more from the property line.

- This amendment will be applicable

in all zones.
Agrarian The following are suitable materials and design | -  No current definition exists.
Materials, for construction of agrarian fencing in the
fence agriculture zones.

1. Wood Post and Rail, minimum spacing
between horizontal members shall be
0.3m;

a. Diagonal cross bracing permitted if
bracing between posts;

2. Metal post and rail, minimum 0.3 m

spacing between horizontal members;

Wood Post and welded wire mesh;

Steel Post and welded wire mesh;

Wood pickets, 8 cm minimum distance

between pickets.

ok w
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Amendments to Section 6.8 — Fence Limitations in Residential Zones

Proposed Amendments

] Comments

6.8.3

Fence height shall be measured at the
average finished site grade between points
measured 1.0 m from both sides of the
property line to the top of the fence.

Replacement of ‘measured at the
point at which the fence intersects
the ground’ to reflect the same
fence height measurements as
prescribed in the definition of
‘height, fence.’

Amendments to Section 6.9 — Fence Limitations in All Other Zones

Proposed Amendments 1 Comments

for construction of agrarian fencing in the
agriculture zones.

a) Wood Post and Rail, minimum spacing
between horizontal members shall be
0.3m;

i.  Diagonal cross bracing permitted if
bracing between posts;

b) Metal post and rail, minimum 0.3 m
spacing between horizontal members;

c) Wood Post and welded wire mesh;

d) Steel Post and welded wire mesh;

e) Wood pickets, 8 cm minimum distance
between pickets.

6.9.1 No fence constructed in the agricultural zones | -  Amend the height limitations from
and site specific zones that govern farm 2.0 mto 1.2 min the front yard of
businesses shall exceed 2.4 m in height, with a single detached housing unit on
the following exceptions: agricultural properties, to create
a) Fence height shall not exceed 2.0 m where consistency of height in the front

the fence is located in the side yard of a yard.
single detached housing unit;
b) Fence height shall not exceed 1.2 m where
the fence is located in the front yard (or
yard fronting a public way) of a single
detached housing unit.

6.9.3 Fence height shall be measured at the - Addition of the same fence height
average finished site grade 1.0 m from both provision in Section 6.8.3 to
sides of the property line to the top of the regulate fence height in non-
fence. residential zones as well.

6.9.4 The following are suitable materials and design | -  No current definition exists.

6404835
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6.9.5

In agricuitural zones,
a) The fence shall be constructed of materials
limited to fence agrarian materials, to the
satisfaction of the Director, Building
Approvals.
Any gate providing farm access (even
when such gate also provides access to a
single detached housing unit) is required to
comply with the agrarian materials.
Masonry fences shall only be permitted
along property lines fronting a public road.
i.  No masonry fence or its above grade
components shall exceed 1.2 m in
height and 0.3 m in width. Height to
include an additional 0.15 m
appurtenance allowance for piers
spaced no closer than 3.65 m edge to
edge.
ii. No masonry fence below grade
components shall exceed 0.43 m in
width of fence footing and 0.8 m
square for pier footings.
Total masonry fence length shall be
further limited to the width of the single
detached dwelling fronting the public
road plus 6 m.

jil.

- Addition of provisions to regulate
the materials, height, width, and
location of fences in agricultural
zones.

Amendments to Section 4 — General Development Regulations (4.12 Projections info Yards in

All Zones)

l Comments

Proposed Amendments

4.12.1

No building, structure, feature or portion
thereof shall be developed, used, occupied,
constructed, erected, modified, converted,
enlarged, reconstructed, altered, placed,
maintained or added to within any required
yard except as follows, provided that they meet
the provisions of the British Cofumbia Building
Code. The exceptions below do not apply to
the 4 m side yard setback in properties with an
AG1 agricultural zone when that same setback
is used to accommodate farm access.”

- Amend the projections into side
yards such that they do not apply
to farm access roads that are 4 m
or less.

6404835
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In order to provide clarity, Staff have created the following diagrams to illustrate some aspects of
the Amendments. These illustrations will be contained in proposed Bulletins 43 & 44.

Hlustrations clarifying the Amendments:

property line

_J

<0

A

1.0m ! 1.0m A = site grade, 1m from shared Property Line

B = site grade, 1m from shared Property Line
y = maximum height of fence measured from average
grade [ (A + B) /2] to the top of the fence

MAXIMUM FENCE HEIGHT SHALL BE MEASURED FROM THE AVERAGE OF GRADES
MEASURED 1.0M FROM EACH SIDE OF THE SHARED PROPERTY LINE

)
£
>
£
(O]
ol
Q
&)
z
y B l
y
X eq.
A €q. A = site grade, 1m from shared Property Line
™ B = site grade, 1m from shared Properly Line
10m_| 1.0m x = site grade, averaged between 'A’ and 'B'
[(A+B) /2]

y = maximum height of fence, as measuerd from 'x’
z=11m (42") minimum when B-A is
greater than 0.60 m ( 24"

ADJACENT GRADE ('B') SHALL BE ADJUSTED TO ACCOMMODATE THE MAXIMUM
FENCE HEIGHT ('Y') AS PRESCRIBED IN THE ZONING BYLAW

PLN - 312
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Amendments to Building Regulation Bylaw No. 7230

Current Building Regulation By . No. 7230 does not require a permit for a fence. In order to
enforce proposed limitations on the footing sizes as recommended in Richmond Zoning Bylaw
No. 8500, and encourage applicants to limit the use of concrete, the following amendment to
Building Regulation Bylaw No. 7230 is recommended to require that a building permit be
secured for fencing with a concrete foundation.

Amendments to Part SIXTEEN — INTERPRETATION

xisting Provisions

Structure Means all or part of a construction, whether - Clarifying that a fence with a
fixed to, supported by, sunk into, or located in concrete foundation requires a
land, water or airspace, and includes permit.

freestanding sign structures over 3.0 m in
height and supporting structures for such
signs, and includes a sewage holding tank, but
excludes landscaping, paving, a fence without
concrete foundations, or a retaining wall under
1.0m in height.

Financial Impact
None.
Conclusion

This report responds to a Council referral to examine regulations for fences and fence materials,
particularly masonry. Staff recommend regulating fence heights and materials in agricultural
zones. It is recommended that Richmond Zoning Bylaw No. 8500, Amendment Bylaw

No. 10122 be introduced and given first reading and that Richmond Building Bylaw No. 7230,
Amendment Bylaw No. 10144 be introduced and given first, second and third readings.

e

Serena lrachta John Hopkins

Manager, Plan Review Senior Policy Coordinator
(604-204-8515) (604-276-4279)

ST:aa

Attachment 1: Excerpt from Richmond Zoning Bylaw No. 8500 of Current Fence Regulations
Attachment 2: Summary Table of Environmental Scan

Attachment 3: Building Bulletin 43 Residential Zones: Fence Heights

Attachment 4: Building Bulletin 44 Agricultural Zones: Fence Heights and Materials
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ATTACHMENT 1

Current Fence Regulations in Richmond Zoning Bylaw No. 8500

Section 3.4 — Use and Term Definitions

Fence Means a structure used as an enclosure or for screening purposes around all or part
of alot.

Height, fence Means the vertical distance between the average landscape grade 1.0 m from both
sides of the fence to the top of the fence.

Screen Means a continuous wall, fence, compact evergreen hedge or combination thereof,
supplemented with landscape planting, which would effectively screen from view
the area that it encloses.

Structure Means a construction of any kind whether fixed to or supported by or sunk into
land or water including towers, flag poles, swimming pools, docks, signs and
tanks, but does not include areas of hard-surfacing.

Section 6 — Landscaping and Screening

6.2 General

6.2.9 For a lot fronting onto a local arterial road or a major arterial road, a solid masonry or
brick fence up to a maximum fence height of 1.2 m is permitted within the required front
yard setback area, but any mechanical or manual gate must be located at least 6.0 m from
the front lot line.

6.8 Fence Limitations in Residential Zones

6.8.1 No fence constructed in residential zones and site specific zones that include residential
uses shall exceed 2.0 m in height. Furthermore, a fence located in the front yard, or any
part of a yard between the principal building and the front lot line, shall not exceed 1.2 m
in height.

6.8.2 Where a fence is located along a lot line that abuts:
a) a zone other than a residential zone; or
b) a site specific zone that governs residential uses;
the maximum fence height shall be 2.4 m along that lot line only.
6.8.3 Fence height shall be measured at the point at which the fence intersects the ground.

6.8.4 An outdoor play space provided on a property zoned for residential child care use shall be
enclosed by a solid fence of a minimum height of 1.2 m but not exceeding a maximum
height of 2.0 m. The minimum and maximum heights apply to all fences enclosing the
outdoor play space, including fences located in the front yard of the zoned property,
notwithstanding Section 6.8.1.

PLN - 314
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6.8.5

6.9
6.9.1

6.9.2

6.9.3

6.9.4

-2 -

The use of barbed wire, electrified wire, razor wire and barbed tape obstacles as fencing
material is prohibited in all the residential zones or site specific zones that govern single
detached housing.

Fence Limitations in All Other Zones

No fence constructed in the agricultural zones and site specific zones that govern farm
businesses shall exceed 2.4 m in height, Furthermore, a fence shall not exceed 2.0 m in
height where:

a) the fence is located in the front yard and side yard of a single detached housing unit;

b) the fence extends in the front of the foremost portion or portions of the single detached
housing unit; and

¢) the single detached housing unit is situated on a lot that is used as a farm business, and
the lot is assessed as a “farm” under the Assessment Act.

No fence constructed in all the other zones shall exceed a maximum height of 2.4 m.

The use of electrified wire as a fencing material is prohibited except where it is used to
confine domestic farm animals.

Barbed wire, razor wire and barbed tape obstacle, and electrified wire may only be used as
a fencing material:

a) where it is used to confine domestic farm animals; or

b) the purpose of the fence is to limit access to a lawful commercial, industrial,
community or institutional use of land, provided that the wire component of the fence is
no closer to the ground than 2.0 m.

Current Fence Regulations in Building Regulation Bylaw No. 7230

Part Sixteen: Interpretation

Fence

means a structure bounding an area of land designed to limit access to or from the
area or to screen the area from view.

Structure means all or part of a construction, whether fixed to, supported by, sunk into, or

6404835

located in, land, water or airspace, and includes freestanding sign structures over
3.0 m in height and supporting structures for such signs, and includes a sewage
holding tank, but excludes landscaping, paving, a fence, or a retaining wall under
1.0 m in height.
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ATTACHMENT 3

legislative Code.s‘,— l;‘u;s- c;:: éy/vavvﬁsrtakér brecéde'nce, You must satisfy yourself that any existing or proposed construction or other works complies with such Bylaws, Codes or other laws.

This bulletin is to inform Owners and Builders of the height regulations for fences in
residential zones recently adopted in Richmond Zoning Bylaw No. 8500, Amendment Bylaw No.
10122 and Building Regulation Bylaw No. 7230, Amendment Bylaw No. 10144.

o Definition of fence height has been clarified to identify measurement parameters.

¢ Maximum fence heights in residential zones have been clarified.

e The maximum fence height of 2.0 meires (m) is permitted for fences constructed in residential zones and
site specific zones that include residential uses. (Richmond Zoning Bylaw No.8500:6.8.1)
o A maximum fence height of 1.2 m is permitted for fences located in the front yard or between the
principal dwelling unit and the front property line or public road.
o A maximum fence height of 1.83 m is permitted for fences when located elsewhere within a
required yard. (Richmond Zoning Bylaw No. 8500:Residential Zones)
¢ The use of barbed wire, electrified wire, razor wire, and barbed tape obstacles as fencing material is
prohibited in all residential zones and in site specific zones that govern single detached housing.
(Richmond Zoning Bylaw No. 8500:6.8.5)
e A building permit is required for any fence construction with concrete foundations.
(Building Regulation Bylaw No. 7230:16.1)

e Fence height is determined by measuring the vertical distance between the average finished site grade,
measured 1.0 m from both sides of the property line, to the top of the fence. (Richmond Zoning Bylaw
No. 8500:6.8.3)

e Grading must be strategically managed to avoid impact with the maximum fence height limit shown.

o Please refer to the diagrams attached.

Should you have Anv nnestinne comments, or su Tola] erning this bulletin, please reference the Bulletin
number and emai or call the Butlding Approvals General Inquiries line at 604-276-4118.

6399777



property line

|

I.Om_! 1.0m A = site grade, 1m from shared Property Line

- = site grade, 1m from shared Property Line
y = maximum height of fence measured from average
grade [ (A + B) /2] to the top of the fence

MAXIMUM FENCE HEIGHT SHALL BE MEASURED FROM THE AVERAGE OF GRADES
MEASURED 1.0M FROM EACH SIDE OF THE SHARED PROPERTY LINE

[0}
£
>
£
Q
S
o
a8
I
z
g B
y |
X eq.
A €q. A = site grade, 1m from shared Property Line
B = site grade, 1m from shared Properly Line
1.0m | _1.0m x = site grade, averaged between 'A' and 'B'

[(A+B) /2]
y = maximum height of fence, as measuerd from 'x'
z=11m (42") minimum when B-A is

greater than 0,60 m (24"

ADJACENT GRADE ('B') SHALL BE ADJUSTED TO ACCOMMODATE THE MAXIMUM
FENCE HEIGHT ('Y') AS PRESCRIBED IN THE ZONING BYLAW

Please see Bulletin BUILDING-44 for regulations regarding fences in agricultural zones.

Nk mf DAl anAd Zanin~a Dulaur | andesaaninAa anAd QaraaninA:

Should you have Aanv miiectinne comments, or sup% jon g:erning this bulletin, please reference the Bulletin
number and emai or call the Building Approvals General Inquiries line at 604-276-4118.
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ATTACHMENT 4

legl'slatl;/e 5oc'1es‘ l;;njs' or é;'/lvau;sitaké' bfec'edénce, You must satisfy yourself that any existing or proposed construction or other works complies with such Bylaws, Codes or other laws.

This bulletin is to inform Owners and Builders of the fence height and material regulations
in agricultural zones recently adopted in Richmond Zoning Bylaw No. 8500, Amendment Bylaw
No. 10122 and Building Regulations Bylaw No. 7230, and Amendment Bylaw No. 10144.

o Definition of fence height has been clarified to identify measurement parameters.

e Maximum fence heights in agricultural zones have been clarified.

* Acceptable materials for use in agricultural zones have been clarified in order to promote and maintain
the agrarian character.

e The maximum fence height of 2.4 metres(m) is permitted for fences constructed in in agricultural zones
and site specific zones that govern farm businesses. (Richmond Zoning Bylaw No. 8500:6.9.1)

o A maximum fence height of 1.2 m is permitted for fences located in the front yard or between the
single detached housing unit and the front property line or public road.

o A maximum fence height of 2.0 m is permitted for fences located in the side yard or between the
single detached housing unit and the side property line.

o The use of barbed wire, electrified wire, razor wire, and barbed tape obstacles as fencing material is
prohibited in all residential zones and in site specific zones that govern single detached housing.
(Richmond Zoning Bylaw No. 8500: 6.8.5)

e A building permit is required for any fence construction with concrete foundations.

(Building Regulation Bylaw No. 7230:16.1)

* Fence height is determined by measuring the vertical distance between the average finished site grade,
measured 1.0 m from both sides of the property line, to the top of the fence. (Richmond Zoning Bylaw
No. 8500:6.9.3)

e Grading must be strategically managed to avoid impact with the maximum fence height limit shown. See
Building Bulletin-43 for additional information.

* The following are suitable materials and design for construction of agrarian fencing in the Agriculture
zones. (Richmond Zoning Bylaw No. 8500.6.9.4)
o Wood Post and Rail, minimum spacing between horizontal members shall be 0.3 m;

Should you have Anv mactinne camments, or sug@pgNpas@rerning this bulletin, please reference the Bulletin
number and emai or call the Building Approvals General Inquiries line at 604-276-4118.

6399778



= Diagonal cross bracing permitted if bracing between posts;
Metal post and rail, minimum 0.3 m spacing between horizontal members;
Wood Post and welded wire mesh;
Steel Post and welded wire mesh; and/or
o Wood pickets, 8 cm minimum distance between pickets.
Fences in agriculture zones shall be constructed of materials limited to fence agrarian materials, except
as noted below (Zoning Bylaw 8500:6.9.5):
o Masonry and concrete fences shall only be permitted along property lines fronting a public road.
= Masonry and concrete fences are defined as fences composed either partially or entirely
of stone, brick, concrete, concrete block, or other similar building materials.
o No masonry or concrete fence or its components shall exceed 1.2 m in height.
= An appurtenance allowance of 0.15 m for pier caps is permitted provided the piers are
spaced no closer than 0.365 m edge to edge.
*  The width of the masonry fence shall not exceed 0.3 m in width.
= Footings shall limited as shown in the attached diagrams.
o Total masonry fence length shall be further limited to the width of the single detached dwelling
fronting the public road plus 6 m.
= Beyond that length, fences shall be constructed of materials limited to agrarian materials.
Please refer to the diagrams attached for additional information.

O O ©

Should you have any questions, comments, or su on icerning this bulletin, please reference the Bulietin
gU%unding 1

number and email huilding@richmond.ca or call the

6399778

pprovals General Inquiries line at 604-276-4118.
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City of

03 4
B8 Richmond Bylaw 10122

Richmond Zoning Bylaw No. 8500
Amendment Bylaw No. 10122 (Fence Regulations)

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

1.

6360541

Richmond Zoning Bylaw No. 8500, as amended, is further amended at Section 3.4 [Use and
Term Definitions] by deleting the definitions of “Height, fence” in its entirety and replacing
it with the following:

“Height, fence means the vertical distance between the average finished
site grade measured at a point 1.0 m from both sides of the
property line to the top of the fence.”

Richmond Zoning Bylaw No. 8500, as amended, is further amended at Section 3.4 [Use and
Term Definitions] by inserting the following definition in alphabetical order:

“Agrarian materials, fence The following are suitable materials and design for the
construction of agrarian fencing in agriculture zones.

1. Wood Post and Rail, minimum spacing between
horizontal members shall be 0.3 m.

a. Diagonal cross bracing permitted if bracing
between posts.

2. Metal post and rail, minimum 0.3 m spacing between
horizontal members.

3. Wood Post and welded wire mesh.
4, Steel Post and welded wire mesh.
5. Wood pickets, 8 cm minimum distance between pickets.”

Richmond Zoning Bylaw No. 8500, as amended, is further amended at Section 6.8 [Fence
Limitations in Residential Zones] by deleting Section 6.8.3 in its entirety and replacing it
with the following:

“6.8.3 Fence height shall be measured at the average finished site grade measured at a
point 1.0 m from both sides of the property line to the top of the fence.”

PLN - 323



Bylaw 10122 Page 2

6360541

Richmond Zoning Bylaw No. 8500, as amended, is further amended at Section 6.9 [Fence
Limitations in All Other Zones] by deleting Section 6.9.1 in its entirety and replacing it with
the following:

“6.9.1 No fence constructed in the agricultural zones and site specific zones that govern
farm businesses shall exceed 2.4 m in height. Furthermore, a fence shall not:

a) exceed 2.0 m in height where the fence is located in the exterior side yards of a
single detached housing unit; or

b) exceed 1.2 m in height where the fence is located in the front yard (or yard
fronting a public street) of a single detached housing unit.”

Richmond Zoning Bylaw No. 8500, as amended, is further amended at Section 6.9 [Fence
Limitations in Residential Zones] by deleting Section 6.9.3 in its entirety and replacing it
with the following:

“6.9.3 Fence height shall be measured at the average finished site grade measured at a
point 1.0 m from both sides of the property line to the top of the fence.”

Richmond Zoning Bylaw No. 8500, as amended, is further amended at Section 6.9 [Fence
Limitations in All Other Zones] by inserting the following, in numerical order, and adjusting
the numbers thereafter:

“6.9.4 The following are suitable fence agrarian materials for the design and construction
of fencing in agriculture zones.

a) Wood Post and Rail, minimum spacing between horizontal members shall
be 0.3 m.

i. Diagonal cross bracing permitted if bracing between posts.
b) Metal post and rail, minimum 0.3 m spacing between horizontal members.
¢) Wood Post and welded wire mesh.
d) Steel Post and welded wire mesh.
e) Wood pickets, 8 cm minimum distance between pickets.
6.9.5 In agricultural zones:

a) Fences shall be constructed of materials limited to farm agrarian materials for
fencing to the satisfaction of the Director, Building Approvals.

b) Any gate providing farm access (even if also serving the single detached
housing unit) is required to comply with the agrarian materials.

PLN - 324



Bylaw 10122 Page 3

¢) Masonry fences shall only be permitted along property lines fronting a public
road.

a. No masonry fence or its above grade components shall exceed 1.2 m
in height and 0.3 m in width. Height may increase an additional
0.15 m as an appurtenance allowance for piers spaced no closer than
3.65 m edge to edge.

b. No masonry fence below grade components shall exceed 0.43 m in
width for fence footing and 0.8 m square for pier footings.

c. Total masonry fence length shall be further limited to the width of
the house fronting the public road plus 6 m.”

7. Richmond Zoning Bylaw No. 8500, as amended, is further amended as Section 4.12.1
[Projections into Yards in All Zones] by deleting Section 4.12.1 in its entirety and replacing
it with the following:

“4.12.1

a) No building, structure, feature or portion thereof shall be developed, used,
occupied, constructed, erected, modified, converted, enlarged, reconstructed,
altered, placed, maintained or added to within any required yard except as
follows, provided that they meet the provisions of the British Columbia Building
Code. The exceptions below do not apply to the 4 m side yard setback in
properties with an AG1 agricultural zone when that same setback is used to
accommodate farm access.”

8. This Bylaw is cited as “Richmond Zoning Bylaw No. 8500, Amendment Bylaw No. 10122”.

FIRST READING

PUBLIC HEARING

SECOND READING

THIRD READING

ADOPTED

MAYOR CORPORATE OFFICER
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uilding Regulation Bylaw No. 7230,
Amendn 1t Bylaw No. 101¢

The Council of the City of Richmond enacts as follows:

1. Building Regulation . ylaw No. , .30, as amended, is further amended at Section 16.1 by
deleting the definition of Structure and replacing it with the following:

“Structure means all or part of a construction, whether fixed to, supported by, sunk into,
or located in, land, water or airspace, and includes freestanding sign structures
over 3.0 m in height and supporting structures for such signs, and includes a
sewage holding tank, but excludes landscaping, paving, a fence without
concrete foundations, or a retaining wall under 1.0 m in height.”.

2. This Bylaw is cited as “Building Regulation Bylaw No. 7230, Amendment Bylaw No.

10144”.

FIRST READING CITY OF
RICHMOND

SECOND READING for content by
oﬁgipqﬁng

THIRD READING

ADOPTED APPROVED
forleg_al_lgr

MAYOR CORPORATE OFFICER
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) Report to Committee
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To: Planning Committee Date: March 27, 2020
From: Barry Konkin File:  08-4057-08/2020-Vol
Director, Policy Planning 01
Re: Residential Rental Tenure Zoning

Staff Recommendation

That Ri ' 10nd Zoning Bylaw No. 8500 Amendment Bylaw No. 10014 (Residential Rental
Tenure) be introduced and given first reading.

/. "
g L

Barry Konkin
Director, Policy Planning
(604-276-4139)

Att. 7
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ROUTED To: CONCURRENCE | CONCURRENCE OF GENERAL MANAGER
Affordable Housing gl /}47 W
Development Applications E/ [/4 /
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Staff Report
Origin

At the April 2, 2019 Planning Committee meeting, a staff report titled ‘Market Rental Housing
Policy and Approaches for Residential Rental Tenure Zoning’ from the Manager, Policy
Planning, dated March 25, 2019, was presented. The report presented recommended approaches
to residential rental tenure zoning for Council’s consideration, including proposed amendments
to Richmond Zoning Bylaw No. 8500 (Amendment Bylaw No. 10014) to rezone 60 existing
purpose-built rental housing sites. Bylaw 10014 was drafted to restrict the tenure of these
properties to residential rental tenure.

At Planning Committee the following referral motion was passed:

(1) That the staff report titled “Market Rental Housing Policy and Approaches for
Residential Rental Tenure Zoning” from the Manager, Policy Planning, dated
March 25, 2019, be referred back for public consultation; and

(2) That Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500, Amendment Bylaw 10014 (Residential Rental
Tenure) to amend the zoning for 60 parcels with purpose-built rental housing be
brought back at a future date.

This report provides:

(1) arecommendation to grant first reading to Richmond Zoning Bylaw No. 8500,
Amendment Bylaw No. 10014 to implement residential rental tenure zoning for the
identified 60 purpose-built rental housing sites; and

(2) asummary of the public consultation process undertaken in response to the referral.

This report supports Council’s Strategic Plan 2018-2022 Strategy #6 Strategic and Well-Planned
Growth:

Leadership in effective and sustainable growth that supports Richmond's physical and
social needs.

6.5 Ensure diverse housing options are available and accessible across the housing
continuum.

6.6 Growth includes supports and/or services for Richmond's vulnerable populations,
including youth, seniors, individuals with health concerns, and residents experiencing
homelessness.

This report supports Council’s Strategic Plan 2018-2022 Strategy #8 An Engaged and Informed
Community:

Ensure that the cz'ﬁzemy of Richmond is well-informed and engaged about City business
and decision-making.

8.1 Increased opportunities for public engagement.
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Analysis

The ability to utilize zoning to secure tenure is a new tool for local government. Prior to this
legislation, rental units could only be secured through a housing agreement registered on title of
a property, paired with a Housing Agreement Bylaw adopted by Council. The power to zone for
rental tenure is the strongest tool that Council and staff have at their disposal to secure rental
units in perpetuity.

While staff have been responding to the referral, a number of new site-specific development
proposals have been considered by Planning Committee and Council, where rental tenure has
been established through the zoning amendment bylaws for each project. The inclusion of rental
tenure zoning in these applications has provided a clear direction to the development community
and the public regarding the City’s objectives with regards to rental housing.

While the zoning tool has been used for new developments to secure rental units in perpetuity,
these powers also provide Council with a strong, effective tool to protect existing rental housing
stock. Although the City’s Market Rental Housing Policy protects existing rental sites to be used
only for rental housing, applying residential rental tenure zoning to existing rental housing would
ensure those sites are protected, and in particular for those situations where an existing rental site
is being redeveloped and does not require rezoning approval.

Residential Rental Tenure Zoning to Protect Existing Rental Housing Stock

As outlined in previous reports to Council, staff have identified 60 existing purpose-built rental
housing sites, representing a total of 4,125 housing units, which fall within the following
categories:

o Non-market housing;
o Cooperative housing; and

e Market rental housing that is not strata-titled.

Attachment 1 identifies the number of parcels and units that are recommended for residential
rental tenure zoning, along with a series of maps indicating the location of these parcels. The
April 2019 staff report to Planning Committee recommended first reading for Bylaw 10014 to
amend the zoning for these properties to ensure that the tenure of the residential units on these
sites would be limited to rental only.

As directed by Planning Committee through the referral motion, staff have conducted
stakeholder and public engagement and recommend that zoning bylaw amendments be
introduced to secure these sites as rental tenure only. Feedback on the proposal was wide-
ranging, but there was overall support for the proposed implementation of rental tenure zoning.

Staff continue to recommend that proposed Richmond Zoning Bylaw No. 8500, Amendment
Bylaw No. 10014 be given first reading. Amending the zoning on the identified sites for
residential rental tenure zoning would reflect the importance of rental housing in the City’s
overall housing stock. Rezoning these sites for rental tenure — together with the Official
Community Plan’s 1:1 replacement policy — would make it abundantly clear that the City’s
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expectation is for these purpose-built rental, non-market rental and cooperative housing sites to
be maintained as rental sites for the long term.

Staff have completed an environmental scan on how other municipalities have utilized the rental
tenure zoning powers to protect existing rental buildings. The District of Squamish has
implemented similar zoning, applicable to 12 separate buildings and 309 units. The City of
Victoria has begun a consultation program to apply similar zoning to a number of buildings,
accounting for nearly 500 rental units in the city. The bylaws to achieve this have not yet been
forwarded to Victoria’s Council for consideration.

Proposed Zoning Changes

Bylaw 10014, if adopted by Council, would amend Richmond Zoning Bylaw No. 8500 to define
renal tenure, amend the zones applicable to the 60 subject properties to stipulate that they can be
used for rental tenure only.

Bylaw 10014 is attached to this report, with details on the proposed zoning amendments.

There are a total of 16 separate residential zones which have been utilized to develop the 60
purpose built, co-operative, and non-market housing units. These zones are listed in Attachment
2. These 16 zones will be amended to identify that residential rental tenure zoning is permitted
in the zone and specify which site is being rezoned through Richmond Zoning Amendment
Bylaw No. 10014 to limit tenure to residential rental tenure only.

Should Planning Committee endorse proposed Bylaw 10014 and Council grant first reading, the
amending Bylaw will be forwarded to a public hearing, where any resident or interested party
will have an opportunity to comment. Public notification for the public hearing will be provided
as per the Local Government Act.

A specific letter advising property owners and tenants of the proposed bylaw amendment will be
mailed out if the bylaw receives first reading. There will also be the standard public hearing
notice in the local newspaper, in accordance with the notification requirements set out in the
Local Government Act.

Stakeholder and Public Consultation

As directed by Council, staff conducted stakeholder and public consultation on residential rental
tenure zoning in May and June 2019. Public and stakeholder consultation consisted of two
separate workshops with key stakeholders, a public open house, a feedback form available
through LetsTalkRichmond.ca (LTR), and a direct mail-out to the owners of the 60 sites that
would be affected by the proposed Zoning Bylaw amendment. The public consultation results
and findings are summarized in Attachment 3.

The two stakeholder workshops were held with the development industry, landlords, housing
agencies, and non-profit groups. Twenty (20) people attended the workshops. A summary of the
workshop consultation can be found in Attachment 4. The public open house was attended by
40 individuals and a total of 134 people completed the feedback form between May 21 and

June 16, 2019 either in paper form or online through LTR. A copy of the public open house
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presentation boards can be found in Attachment 5 and a copy of the results from LTR can be
found in Attachment 6.

Almost two-thirds of respondents on LTR supported using residential rental tenure zoning to
secure existing purpose-built rental buildings for rental only. Although there was general
support from residents, some of the stakeholder groups expressed concerns about rental
properties being devalued if rental tenure zoning were applied. This concern is discussed under
the Property Value Impacts section of this report.

Through the consultations, some concerns were also raised about the inclusion of cooperative
housing sites in the proposed residential rental tenure bylaw. Staff are of the opinion that
cooperative housing is a form of rental tenure and if a cooperative housing site were to
redevelop, any redevelopment of that site should be in the form of either purpose built rental
housing, social housing, or cooperative housing. There were also other concerns that a mix of
rental and strata should be considered if an existing rental site were redeveloped. If Council
wishes to increase the supply of rental housing, then all existing rental sites should remain rental
only.

Letters were mailed directly to owners of the 60 purpose-built rental sites identified for rezoning
under proposed Bylaw 10014, providing a summary of the proposed residential rental tenure
zoning, and detailed information on how feedback could be provided. Staff have met and
corresponded with several property owners to inform them of the potential bylaw amendments.

Written responses were received from the Urban Development Institute, the Richmond Chamber
of Commerce, and the Metro Vancouver Housing Corporation (MVHC) which can be found in
Attachment 7. The three organizations outline a number of concerns about the implementation
of residential rental tenure zoning and possible implications for property owners. Most of the
concerns were similar to concerns expressed during the stakeholder consultation. Despite the
range of concerns raised, staff are of the opinion that the community benefits arising from
protecting existing rental housing sites is considerable, and the benefits off-set the range of
concerns.

Property Value Impacts

Staff are of the opinion that implementation of residential rental tenure zoning for the 60 existing
rental sites would have minimal effect on these properties, as these lands are existing rental sites,
and existing OCP policy would only allow redevelopment of these lands as rental housing.

Implementing rental tenure zoning does not alter the development potential of these lands, but
provides a bylaw underpinning for the OCP policy regarding retention of existing rental housing.
Council’s adopted policy in the OCP (Market Rental Housing Policy) states that any existing
rental housing development can only be replaced with a rental project; that is, the 60 sites with
existing rental housing stock can only be redeveloped for rental housing as per OCP policy and
all replacement rental units would be required to be low-end market rental (LEMR) units.

Financial Impact

None.
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Conclusion

The City of Richmond has been a leader in protecting, securing and incentivizing rental housing,.
In 2018, City Council approved the updated Affordable Housing Strategy and adopted the new
Market Rental Housing Policy which are both critical policy tools to incentivize and secure new
market rental and non-market rental housing units. The residential rental tenure zoning
legislation in the Local Government Act is another tool for municipalities to explore which would
provide an additional level of protection for existing rental buildings.

The City of Richmond is currently utilizing the residential rental tenure zoning legislation to
secure new market rental housing units through site-specific re-development proposals. Utilizing
the new legislative powers to zone for rental tenure and applying it to existing rental sites would
assist in protecting Richmond’s existing rental stock. In addition, amending the zoning on the
identified sites for residential rental tenure zoning would reflect the importance of rental housing
in the City’s overall housing stock and would make it abundantly clear that the City’s
expectation is for these market rental, non-market rental and cooperative housing sites to be
maintained as rental sites for the long term.

It is recommended that Richmond Zoning Bylaw No. 8500, Amendment Bylaw No. 10014, to
rezone 60 existing purpose-built rental housing sites to specify that these properties must be used
for residential rental tenure only, be introduced and given first reading.

/)
JohnHopkins
Senior Policy Coordinator
(604-276-4279)

JH:cas

Att. 1: Recommended Sites for Residential Rental Tenure Zoning

2: List of Zones Proposed to be Amended

3: Summary of Residential Rental Tenure Zoning Public Consultation Results and Findings

4: Stakeholder Consultations Summary

5: Residential Rental Tenure Zoning Open House Boards

6: LetsTalkRichmond Consultation Summary

7: Letters Received from the Urban Development Institute, Richmond Chamber of
Commerce, and Metro Vancouver
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List of Zones to be amended by Bylaw 10014:

6409560

Low Density Townhouses (RTL1, RTL2, RTL3, RTL4);
Low Density Low Rise Apartments (RAL1, RAL2);
Medium Density Low Rise Apartments (RAM1, RAM2, RAM3);

Steveston Commercial (CS2, CS3);

Residential/Limited Commercial (RCL1, RCL2, RCL3, RCL4, RCL5);

Town Housing (ZT28) — Odlinwood (West Cambic);

Town Housing (ZT38) — Williams Road (Shellmont);

Town Housing (ZT75) — Rosewood (Blundell);

Town Housing (ZT76) — Steveston;

Town Housing (ZT78) — Thompson and Steveston;

Low Rise Apartment (ZLR33) — Brighouse Village (City Centre);
Low Rise Apartment (ZLLR34) — Brighouse Village (City Centre);
Low Rise Apartment (ZLR35) — St. Albans Sub Area (City Centre);
Low Rise Apartment (ZLR36) — Brighouse Village (City Centre);
Commercial Mixed Use (ZMU18) ~ The Gardens (Shellmont); and

Non-Profit Residential (ZR3) — Williams Road (Seafair).
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Moderate income rental
housing

Support (74%) for rental housing
for moderate income
households.

Concern that existing market
rents are not affordable.

Rents geared to incomes are
important to ensure moderate
income earners live near where
they work.

6426857
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ATTACHMENT 4

City of
Richmond Consultation Summary

Planning & Development

Workshops with Stakeholders
Residential Rental Tenure Zoning
Thursday, May 30, 2019
9:00 am to 11:00 am
Richmond City Hall, 6911 No. 3 Road, Room M.2.002

ATTENDEES:

e Stakeholders: Jessica Hayes, Kim Schuss, Tiffany Duzita, Umar Olcay, Joseph Balderston, Mandy
Luong, Raman Kooner, De Whalen, Naomi Brunemeyer, Tabitha Geraghty

e (City Staff: Jeanette Elmore, Tina Atva, Jessica Lee, Sarah Badyal, Jordan Rockerbie, Cynthia
Lussier, Beth Davies, Cody Spencer, Cathy Swan

KEY INPUT:

e Placing rental tenure zoning on properties would amount to downzoning.

¢ Rental tenure zoning may impact the ability of property owners to purchase and develop other
rental housing sites.

e The mandatory market rental requirement should be based on area, and not city-wide.

e Approximately 30% of strata buildings are currently rented, and they should be considered
when setting a mandatory market rental percentage.

¢ Market rental units are not considered affordable.

o Greater density for market rental housing would be beneficial within residential
neighbourhoods and near schools.

Page 1 0of 5
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Stakeholder Workshop
Residential Rental Tenure Zoning

DETAILED SUMMARY OF COMMENTS:
Stakeholder Workshop (May 30, 2019)

1 What are your thoughts on the proposed use of °
residential rental tenure zoning to secure existing
market rental, cooperative, and non-market rental
buildings for rental only?

May 30, 2019

Some participants perceived this step as a devaluation
of properties. These properties would not be able to
redevelop.

2 What other comments, insights or concerns do you .
have about using rental tenure zoning to protect
existing rental housing?

It will be a small group of people that would be shored
up while others will find their hands tied to create
more rental housing. Owners who are lookii 0 sell
one rental housing site to help develop another will
not be able to get the value out of their building.
Profits would be smaller if rental zoning was put in
place.

3 What are your views on including a mandatory °
number of proportion of market rental units in
existing high density apartment zones?

4 What are your comments on a 10% mandatory ¢
requirement for market rental units? And on using
floor area vs. the number of units?

The percentage should be higher, especially in areas of
the city that currently have high-density buildings that
were built as strata units. The City should increase the
market rental requirement to make up for the lack of
market rental units built during the building boom that
had just occurred.

Market rental unit requirements should be based on
the rental demand within a particular area.

A minimum number of units should be stated rather
than a percentage.

Rental housing is a moving target, from community to
community. Many strata apartment developments
have designated 15-30% of units for rental uses. The
current changes in the market are resulting in people
deciding to rent out their private units rather than
trying to sell them.

o Landlord BC helps to manage many of these
units, and believes there are a lot of existing
rental units in Richmond that are not
accounted for.

5 With a 10% mandatory requirement, what do you °
anticipate the outcomes would be with this
proposed approach?

If the opportunity to provide market rental housing is
easier in another municipality, the developer will go
work with that municipality.

6 What are your comments on Option 1 —a °
mandatory requirement for market rental with
incentives?

No comments.
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Stakeholder Workshop
Residential Rental Tenure Zoning

7 What incentives would be required to make this .
option viable in Richmond?

May 30, 2019

One participant felt that development cost charge
(DCC) waivers are not a small incentive, and every little
bit helps developers do their job.

o Ifthe City provided extra reductions in DCCs
so that developers could provide more
rental housing than is required, that would
go a long way in helping to make it more
attractive to developers.

Other levels of government could help with property
tax reductions to help spread around the cost of
providing market rental housing. All levels should
work together to provide some incentives via taxes.

8 If residential rental tenure zoning is applied to new .
apartment residential developments, should a
portion of units also be secured at rents affordable
to moderate income households?

Much of the rental housing that is being produced
right now is too expensive for the average family to
afford. Forinstance, rents at the new units at
Richmond Centre will be quite high, yet it is referred to
as market rental housing.

The question still remains “What is Market Rental
Housing?” Incomes are low and the cost of housing
has skyrocketed. It's not just about supply, it’s about
building housing suitable for market rental.

9 In your opinion, what are some ways the housing °
gap for moderate income rental households be
addressed?

10 In your view, what is the most effective option for °

the City to increase the supply of market rental
housing in Richmond?

Functional homes that people can actually move into

within subdivisions would be extremely helpful with a
lot of the affordability issues and the issue of schools

closing. Million dollar homes are not attractive to the
average family.

Spot zoning could help which Richmond can’t do right
now because of the 702 Lot Size Policy. The 702 Lot
Size Policy needs to be relaxed to help with the supply
of affordable housing.

The City needs to look at different building massing
rules. Some places are being built in England that are
15 feet wide. Lifestyles have changed and people
don’t need enormous backyards anymore.

It would be helpful to make it faster to provide
laneway housing and coach houses.

11 If additional density is offered to incentivize °
market rental housing, are there any locations that
would be suitable?

Nimbyism is difficult in residential neighbourhoods,
people don’t want the character of their
neighbourhood to change.
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Stakeholder Workshop
Residential Rental Tenure Zoning

May 30, 2019

12 What questions do you suggest should be e Nocomments.
answered as part of further analysis related to this
work on rental tenure zoning and market rental
housing in Richmond?

13 Can you comment on other tools available to e  One participant mentioned that pre-zoning properties
better increase the supply of rental housing in would be beneficial so that the developers don’t have
Richmond? to go through the process.

e Zoning needs to be more responsive to provide
different types of density along arterials. Not
necessarily townhouses, but small buildings that could
be more affordable.

14 Are there any other comments, questions or e The City should take into account the private owners,
concerns about the use of residential rental tenure people who provide coach houses or a suite in their
zoning in Richmond or market rental housing home. Or perhaps they own a unit in the City Centre
generally? that they rent out.

e  This topic warrants “digging deeper”; maybe a panel
or session with experts and planners to delve further
into proposed Steps 2 and 3.

GENERAL COMMENTS:

6426932

The issue of translation during public consultation processes was brought up, and how Richmond needs to
offer this service for its non-English speaking population. (Having translators at Open Houses, posters

printed in Traditional Chinese, Punjabi and English, etc.).
The School District finds it very helpful to know how many bedrooms a development will contain because

they base their enrollment predictions on these numbers.

CMHC would like to work together to explore if their covenants can be noted on title first, before the

City’s.

There is concern that once the market changes back to what it was, there will be fewer units available for

rent {amongst the private suites).
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Stakeholder Workshop May 30, 2019
Residential Rental Tenure Zoning

LIST OF STAKEHOLDERS:

1 Jessica Hayes Metro Vancouver

2 Kim Schuss Dorset Realty

3 | Tiffany Duzita Community Land Trust

4 | Umar Olcay School District #38 (Richmond)

5 | Joseph Balderston School District #38 (Richmond)

6 Mandy Luong CMHC

7 | Raman Kooner Richmond Home " ilc s~ ociation

8 De Whalen Richmond Poverty Response Committee
9 Naomi Brunemeyer BC Housing

10 | Tabitha Geraghty Chimo

Page 50of 5
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City of
Richmond Consultation Summary

Planning & Development

Workshop with UDI Subcommittee
Residential Rental Tenure Zoning
Tuesday, May 28, 2019
1:00 pm to 4:00 pm
Richmond City Hall, 6911 No. 3 Road, Room M.2.002

ATTENDEES:

e UDI Subcommittee Members: Max Bruce, Jesse Galiez, Harp Saran, Jas Sandhu, Tom Johnston,
Dana Westermark, John O’Donnell, Rob Blackwell, Jeff Fisher, Cassandra McColman
o City Staff: Tina Atva, Suzanne Carter-Huffman, Jeanette Elmore, Jessica Lee, Cathy Swan

KEY INPUT:

¢ Rental tenure zoning should be used as ‘the carrot’ not ‘the stick’ and act as an incentive rather
than a deterrent to providing rental housing.

e Placing rental tenure zoning on properties would amount to downzoning.

e Rental tenure zoning may impact the loans banks are willing to give property owners; therefore,
impacting their ability to maintain older rental buildings or fund other rental housing projects.

¢ Additional rental housing requirements may deter developers from doing projects in Richmond
in the future.

e Existing parking requirements are too restrictive.

o Existing density bonus provisions are not enough to incentivize market rental housing.

Page 1of 6
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UDI Subcommittee Workshop
Residential Rental Tenure Zoning

DETAILED SUMMARY OF COMMENTS:
UDI Subcommittee Workshop (May 28, 2019)

1 What is the view of the UDI subcommittee on the
proposed use of residential rental tenure zoning to
secure existing market rental, cooperative, and
non-market rental buildings for rental only?

May 28, 2019

Cooperative housing units snouia NOT be consigerea as
a form of rental housing (they are a form of home
ownership), and therefore should be excluded from
the list of purpose-built rental.

o Many co-ops have reached the end of their
building usability and are ripe for
redevelopment; however, reside 1o not
want to change how they’re living right now.

o The opportunity to become a nicer place will
be lost.

The opinion around the table was to not apply rental
tenure zoning to any of the proposed 60 sites.

2 What other comments, insights or concerns do you
have about using rental tenure zoning to protect
existing rental housing?

Rental tenure zoning could affect the property’s value,
thereby affecting the amount of loans banks are
willing to give owners; such loans could be used to
upgrade or create other rental housing projects.
Rental buildings are currently suffering a property tax
increase of 20% in some cases, and rent increases are
restricted to 2.5%. This makes building and operating
a rental property more difficult financially.
The proposed bylaw appears negative from a
developer standpoint. Increased rental requirements
may impact the interest in doing business in
Richmond.
Participants anticipate that existing purpose-built
rental buildings will become locked in a state of
continual decay in the absence of incentives to keep
them up to date or to redevelop them.
o Cities are dynamic and changing, and older
buildings should be replaced.

3 What is the view of the UDI subcommittee on
including a mandatory number of proportion of
market rental units in existing high density
apartment zones?

A cash-in-lieu option for smaller projects could be a
better approach to increase the rental stock.

4 What comments does the subcommittee have on a
10% mandatory requirement for market rental
units? And on using floor area vs. the number of
units?

Mixing market rental, affordable, and strata housing in
a single development is complex.

o ltis difficult to service both tenants and
strata owners. Developers prefer to have
stand-alone rental/strata buildings.

A 20% rental unit requirement (10% affordable
housing plus a potential 10% market rental
requirement) would be significant.

PLN - 348
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UDI Subcommittee Workshop
Residential Rental Tenure Zoning

5 With a 10% mandatory requirement, what does
the UDI subcommittee anticipate the outcomes
would be with this proposed approach?

May 28, 2019

There are multiple fees associated with strata units

and rental units. The proposed requirement may not

work within smaller projects (i.e., less than 100

units).

The current market conditions are creating an

opportunity for more market rental projects, but

developers may be unwilling to work in Richmond if

the requirements are onerous.

The City should obtain input from non-profit

organizations with regard to mixing different types of

units.

Concrete is too expensive, and participants felt that

the rental requirement would be too punishing to

the developer.

It was suggested that tenants would pay extra per

month to use the same amenities as strata owners.

o  City staff explained that tenants are not

allowed to be charged an additional fee to
access building amenities.

6 What are your comments on Option 1~ a °

mandatory requirement for market rental with

Participants felt that the existing incentives provided
by the City are not enough to encourage rental

incentives? housing.

e Incentives need to be updated so that they work
better, such as increased density and lower parking
requirements.

7 What incentives would be required to make this e One current rezoning application involving market

option viable in Richmond?

rental housing in the Broadmoor neighbourhood (file
in circulation} involved a significant density increase,
yet the developer is struggling to keep the project
viable.

Participants expressed a desire to have additional
density to achieve the goal that Richmond is trying to
reach, rather than passing the costs on to the strata
purchasers.

8 If residential rental tenure zoning is applied to new °
apartment residential developments, should a
portion of units also be secured at rents affordable
to moderate income households?

No comments.

9 in the view of the UDI subcommittee, what are °

some ways the housing gap for moderate income
rental households be addressed?

No comments.

10 In the view of the UDI subcommittee, what is the .

most effective option for the City to increase the
supply of market rental housing in Richmond?

More incentives should be offered.
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UDI Subcommittee Workshop May 28, 2019
Residential Rental Tenure Zoning

11 If additional density is offered to incentivize e Participants identitied opportunities tor additional
market rental housing, are there any locations that density where schools are at risk of being closed,
would be suitable? despite a desire to maintain the neighbourhood’s

{(primarily single family) character.

12 What questions do you suggest should be e Nocomments.
answered as part of further analysis related to this
work on rental tenure zoning and market rental
housing in Richmond?

13 1 the UDI subcommittee comment on other e Amend the 1:1 replacement policy so that market
tools available to better increase the supply of rental units are replaced with market rental units.

rental housing in Richmond? o Replacing market rental units with
affordable housing units creates an
additional financial burden.

e  Parking requirements could be significantly reduced
for all types of units.

o Current rates are too high for residential
units. Many new buildings were observed
with many empty parking spots, especially
where they are located close to major
transit corridors.

o Developers are looking to eliminate parking.

o Underground parking in Richmond is very
expensive due to the water table. Reducing
the requirement would help with the
creation of rental housing.

e Transportation Demand Management measures are
too high. There should be more incentivizes to reduce
parking.

e  Examples of municipalities with effective parking
management mechanisms:

o Kelowna: sets maximum parking
requirements rather than minimums.

o Seattle: there are no parking requirements.
Note - Participants will follow up on
information regarding Seattle’s parking
requirements.

o Lock-off units could be included in apartment units.

e Kiwanis is a good example of how building market
housing with affordable housing works.

e  The City should consider using the Affordable Housing
Fund to help fund new rental housing.

14 Are there any other comments, questions or e Implementing residential rental tenure zoning on
concerns about the use of residential rental tenure existing properties and future developments may
zoning in Richmond or market rental housing deter developers from doing projects in Richmond.
generally? o May result in mistrust between developers

and the City.
Page 4 of 6
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UDI Subcommittee Workshop
Residential Rental Tenure Zoning

May 28, 2019

This appears to be a downzoning of properties.

May undermine the financial viability of projects as
rental developers do realize profits in the long run.
Concrete buildings are the most expensive form of
housing, with most of the cost being passed down to
the end purchaser.

The Step Code is also interfering with developers
building more purpose built rental.

If interest rates rise (which is expected in the new few
years), it will be incr  ingly difficult to provide
purpose built rental housing.

The rental tenure zoning should be used as ‘the carrot’
not ‘the stick’ and act as an attraction rather than a
deterrent.

6202316
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Residential Rental Tenure Zoning

LIST OF UDI SUBCOMMITTE MEMBERS:

May 28, 2019

1 Max Bruce Mosaic Homes

2 | Jesse Galiez Vanprop Investments
3 Harp Saran Wesgroup Properties
4 | Jas Sandhu Brixton Properties

5 | Tom Johnston Cressey Group

6 | Cassandra McColman UDI Staff

7 Dana Westermark Oris Consulting

8 | John O’Donnell Townline

9 | Rob Blackwell Anthem Properties
10 | Jeff Fisher UDI Staff
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port for 19 Mav 2019 t0 17 June 2019

INFORN " TION WIDGET SUMMARY

Widget Type
Engagement Tool Name Visitors Views/Downloads
Document April 2019 Stalf Report 57 68
Document April 2019 Planning Commitiee Minutes 27 28
Document 2019_LTR_Residential Aental_Display Boards_24x36in 20 20
Key Dates Key Date 15 16
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Residential Rental Tenure Zoning
LetsTalkRichmond Feedback Form
Written Comments

May 21 — June 16, 2019

1. The City of Richmond should use residential rental tenure zoning to secure existing
market rental, cooperative and non-market rental buildings for rental only: (pick one)

Support | 64.9%

Neutral | 9.0%

Do not support | 23.1%

I don’t know | 0.7%

Other (comments below) | 2.2%

e Only if current tenants are not forced to move.

e There should be mixed use buildings with rental and ownership. I don’t like the idea of
rental ‘ghettos’.

e [ generally agree. BUT this should be considered in conjunction with a comprehensive
rental and affordable housing strategic plan, and not in isolation.

2. An objective of using the new residential rental tenure zoning tool is to increase the
overall supply of rental housing by applying it to selected multi-family housing. My
general level of support for this objective is: (pick one)

Support | 70.5%

Neutral | 4.5%

Do not support | 22.0%

1 don’t know | 2.3%

Other (comments below) | 0.8%

e This should only be used in the planning of new areas without current development
potential in excess of existing uses. You should not be down zoning (or classifying
through OCP or Community Plans) the use of properties.

6216287 Page 1 0of 18
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Residential Rental Tenure Zoning
LetsTalkRichmond Feedback Form
Written Comments

May 21 — June 16, 2019

3.1 believe that requiring market rental units in existing higher density apartment zones
should be mandatory: (pick one)

Support | 61.9%

Neutral | 7.5%

Do not support | 27.6%

I don’t know | 1.5%

Other (comments below) | 1.5%

This should be done in conjunction with density bonuses or be grandfathered for existing
landowners so as not to unduly burden private citizens/enterprises

I do support the requirement for more rental stock however, I wonder if having all-rental
buildings would work better for administration of the homes.

4. Market rental units should be mandatory in all new apartment developments that
require a rezoning application: (pick one)

apartments should
include market rental

I agree, all new | 66.4%

units

I do not agree | 29.1%

I don’t know | 0.7%

Other (comments below) | 3.7%

Not all apartments, but should be offered and rewarded when provided. Thru incentives
or bonuses.

Since the requirement is for market rental (affordable only to the well-off), I would not
be supportive of incentives to developers. I would supportive incentives only for low-end
or co-op housing.

Incentivize developers to build new rental through density bonussing or financial rebates
which may be conditioned on the provision of the rental units

I agree, but I have questions about how the buildings will be managed. I'm not sure, on a
practical level, how stratas/owners will make collective decisions if a percentage of the
units are rentals. Questions I have: Who owns the rental units? Who has voting rights for
the units? etc.

I do not agree. I thinks should include townhouses. (if apts. are large enough for for a
family - yes).

6216287
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Residential Rental Tenure Zoning
LetsTalkRichmond Feedback Form
Written Comments

May 21 — June 16, 2019

5. The City should offer incentives to developers as compensation for the inclusion of
market rental units in new apartments: (pick one)

[ agree, the City should | 40.6%

offer incentives

I do not agree | 45.1%

I don’t know | 6.8%

Other (comments below) | 7.5%

[ believe that homeowners should be allowed to create Laneway homes for rent. More
B&B options not just 1 home in a large area, 2 or 3 in one area should be allowed

There must not be any requirement for rental only applied to private property.

[t should be mandated and not compensated. Cost of doing business. They make enough
money.

It really depends upon the incentives offered and the effectiveness of such incentives. I
am an advocate for City or a specified not for profit managing ALL such units to ensure
the impact is as expected at time of rezoning. I am aware that, in the past, Onni promised
to provide rental units for low income renters, in buildings for which they were seeking
approval. These units may have been provided but fell entirely to Onni to rent out - they
were rented to Onni staff and friends and never managed by the City, which was certainly
what rental and poverty advocates understood would be the case. I wonder if there
should also be incentives for single family homes to build rental units within house over
a certain size - say 2500 sq ft and for these, as well to be managed by the City?

Incentives to private developers are a waste of time. Do not let them buy out their
obligations like you have in the past

Developers have enough money, they should have to pay higher taxes for not including
rentals, why would we pay them?

the developers are already amassing profits from foreign and local investors not including
the money launderers so its their social responsibility to set aside affordable rental units.

[ agree that incentives should be offered in order to increase the construction of market
rental units. However, this should be negotiated on a case by case basis with an
understanding that a minimum number of units will be market rental regardless, with a
large percentage listed at below-market rates.

6216287
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Residential Rental Tenure Zoning
LetsTalkRichmond Feedback Form
Written Comments

May 21 — June 16, 2019

6. I think a 10% requirement for market rental housing in apartment developments is:
(pick one)

Too high | 17.9%

Too low | 40.3%

The right amount | 29.1%

I don’t know | 5.2%

Other (comments below) | 7.5%

e The correct requirement is 0%.

e Should be no requirement

e The government should not be involved in regulating market rental housing in existing or
future apartment developments. The City of Richmond is such a popular vacationing and
retirement destination especially for citizens from other Canadian provinces because of
its lack of housing regulations. A strong real estate market equals a healthy economy and
a vibrant city.

e N/A due to answersin3to 5

e [ agree on the %, but should not be mandatory.

e should not impose any market rental housing, private owners can rent their homes out if
they want to.

e [ may not want to live with a bunch of irresponsible tenants

e Reflects current approaches employed in the city for affordable housing only, nothing
else. To suggest that it will create a significant portion of new market rental units is pure
speculation. What if no one builds any new developments because the economics don't
work? Same with the estimate of how many units would have been built: no one knows.
It could have been zero.

e Depends on many factors, too numerous to list. 10% seems reasonable.

e Absolutely too low - if we are going to get serious about housing affordability we need to
have more rentals ASAP - 50% to 100% rental should be required starting immediately.

e it should be 20% to 30%

6216287 Page 4 of 18
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Residential Rental Tenure Zoning
LetsTalkRichmond Feedback Form
Written Comments

May 21 — June 16, 2019

7. If additional density is offered to incentivize market rental housing, I believe the most
suitable locations would be: (pick one)

Within City Centre | 19.4%

Near neighbourhood | 6.7%

shopping centres

Within 400 m of a | 29.1%
frequent transit route
(key public transit
corridors with higher
levels of transit service
throughout the day)

In close proximity to | 25.4%

specific amenities
(school, parks or local

transit routes)

Nowhere | 6.7%

I'don’t know | 4.5%

Other (comments below) | 8.2%

Airport - Sea Island should have more options for B&B and Laneway Programs.

More legal rental in all areas of Richmond BC

it should be all over the city not just in certain areas

There should have been an "all of the above" option for this question. Renters are people
and should be included in ALL areas of the city, not just on arterials or city centre

See 6 .

On top of fire stations, police stations, ambulance stations this way drugs or others issues
can be dealt with immediately with out delay and renters will no destroy the housing
Near schools that would benefit from more kids

Close to amenities and transit.

Where market demand is lowest so not to affect supply and demand. Renting a unit is
already well below par. The mid income range group are disadvantaged so will see
working hard a hindrance to getting housing support.

Sites to be assessed on individual merits

in all sections of Richmond.

Everywhere across the City.

6216287
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Residential Rental Tenure Zoning
LetsTalkRichmond Feedback Form
Written Comments

May 21 — June . _, 2019

8. If residential rental tenure zoning is applied to new apartment residential developments,
I believe a portion of units should also be secured at rents affordable to moderate income
residents: (pick one)

Yes | 74.6%

No | 17.9%

Idon’t Hw | 4.5%

Other (comments below) | 3.0%

e Rental zoning must not be applied to any private property.

e Are you kidding me? This is simply increasing the already very high requirement for
affordable housing under existing policies. Who do you think pays for this? It is not the
developer, it is the purchaser of new homes. Why is the City trying to drive up the cost of
housing for our kids?

e Incentivize developers to build new rental through density bonussing or financial rebates
conditioned on the provision of the rental units at either market or moderate rates

9. My comments, questions or concerns about using rental tenure zoning in Richmond:

o There's already a large amount of condos and houses on the market looking to rent out.
Since the new sper * “lon~ gol " d "oV S tor '
properties by lowering the monthly rent.
The rental income can't even cover the mortgage + strata fee + insurance + property tax.
I don't think we need to add rental tenure zoning to Richmond any more.

e more than one B&B in Burkeville - near the airport.
Laneway homes should be available for all homeowners in Richmond.

e The market is already reeling from too many taxes and now you want to further restrict a
property owner's rights. When you kill the goose that laid the golden egg, where are your
tax revenues going to come from?

e I appreciate the efforts of the city to create opportunities for those who are not wealthy to
live here. I encourage city officials to continue to find ways to provide housing
opportunities for people who do not have $1500 or more each month to put towards rent
(not even ownership).

¢ All this does nothing if rental are over priced. Tou just said the median income is 65000 -
a third of that should then be the max rent/month.

e I don't want my taxes to go up for this project, if implemented.

Keep governments nose out of business.
e Let market decides or build 100% government rental units and keep zoning as is
e Rent controls and other government efforts, distort the market.

The problem is the lack of high tech jobs, earning high income.
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Residential Rental Tenure Zoning
LetsTalkRichmond Feedback Form
Written Comments

May 21 — June 16, 2019

You have renal instead of rental in #6.

This seems like an obvious ploy to attract more voting base that will support the current
left leaning / NDP friendly Mayor and Council to further cement the grip on power.
Needs to happen. As a renter I see less and less affordable options pushing more and
more young families out of neighbourhoods and the city in general

It's important to correctly quantify what is affordable especially for moderate income
family because they have more expenses than low income family. E.g. $2000/month for
moderate income family is not affordable.

Apply the Rental zoning to new buildings would be fair and equitable. Applying it to old
and existing buildings would be unfair as no compensation or density offsets would have
been accounted for in constructing the building,

This survey does not nearly have enough context to properly answer the questions, It is
critical to understand how this will impact values of properties, so the City must make
their proposed ideas more clear. Will these changes apply to sites with existing higher
density classifications withing community plans?

On paper sounds nice. How is this enforced? My mind goes the developer in Steveston
that backed out of their deal.

RENTAL UNITS OF ALL TYPES ARE SADLY LACKING IN RICHMOND .

It is so important that the City responds to this urgent need. I am in full support of any
mechanism we can use to increase designated affordable housing. Another important
piece is ensuring the City is managing the existing and new LEMR units so they are
actually available and offered to the families that need it and not at the
developers/property managers discretion.

This is a great initiative that should have been in place years ago.

I do not object to the rental zoning idea per se but I have the following concerns. First,
developers can be rewarded with density bonus. But how are owners of such high-
density housing projects be compensated since they take most responsibility of affordable
housing for the whole city (compared with owners of detached houses and townhouse)
and have to bear extra costs of living in higher density (e.g. more congestion, competition
for school spaces, etc.)? In order to make everyone a winner in this proposal, I think
municipal government should provide more funding for community services and amenity
in these places. But I don't see this issue address in this survey. Second, I don't know
how density bonus is going to be implemented given the restriction on building height
due to the airport and perhaps higher earthquake risks for Richmond. Third, I am not
quite clear about the zoning methods. Does the policy apply to all new rezoning high-
density projects? Or only selectively (if yes by what criteria in selection)? Will existing
apartments buildings be affected?

To make the idea an viable and sustainable one, I think it is important to make it clear
that providing adequate affordable housing is the responsibility of the whole city, not just
part of the city or that of some of the residents.

6216287
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Residential Rental Tenure Zoning
LetsTalkRichmond Feedback Form
Written Comments

May 21 — June 16, 2019

Rents need to be affordable for all incomes so that we do not loose our young and family
renters and become an aged population.

1. How can the City ensure that rental units are not used for Air B&B and similar short-
term rentals?

2. How will stratas with defined limits on rentals be affected?

I think affordable market rentals should include our growing senior population.

I have concerns for the existing cooperative housing townhouse properties being
extinguished to provide high density rental apartments and do not agree that should be
permitted.

Just do it already. I live in an apartment that was slated to be rental only. I can't afford to
move anywhere else or rent anywhere else and I'm a full time teacher in Richmond. 1
was finally relieved that maybe I would be protected from renoviction but you guys
backed down. Just do it.

In 2011, we purchased a condo unit in Richmond for vacationing and spending time with
close relatives. The complex we are in does not allow rentals which is one of the
deciding factors for choosing this location. We have dealt with numerous renters in the
past and in 9 out of 10 cases, the headaches had far outweighed the financial gains if any.
We think that the new residential rental tenure zoning should only apply to new
developments while the existing condo complexes should be protected under a
‘grandfather’ clause.

We are not doing enough nor fast enough.

Under no circumstances should *any* property be rezoned (especially down-zoned as
proposed here) without the owner's consent. This proposal will *not* result in an
increase in rental housing, it will do the opposite. It will also severely devalue existing
rental properties. The problem is not zoning. The problem is that rental housing is a
highly unattractive investment these days, primarily because the residential tenancy laws
and regulations are highly stacked in favour of tenants. If you want to keep the number
of rental units exactly where it is today, and ensure they are never renovated or upgraded,
do the rezoning. If you want to increase the number of units available for rent you need
to make it a much more attractive investment. And no amount of incentive that the City
can afford to offer will get you into that range. It must be recognized that landlords of
rental units actually own the property, not the tenants. Owners should be at liberty to
manage their investment as they can with any other investment. As things are headed
with this type of zoning change, renoviction bylaws, etc. the problem is only going to get
worse because investment in rental housing is becoming *less* attractive. (By the way, |
have been a landlord twice in my life, many years ago when the laws were more
favourable. I will never, ever do it again. It's just not worth it. Therein lies the
problem.)

Question 7 only allowed for one choice. I would also choose locating the housing beside
neighbourhood shopping centres.
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Residential Rental Tenure Zoning
LetsTalkRichmond Feedback Form
Written Comments

May 21 — June 16, 2019

Trying to target rental units at market and low income is hard enough. Adding moderate
income to the mix only makes the application more difficult.

More effort should be made to transform non market housing done in the 70's and 80's
into higher density rental projects'

[ feel that the city isnt doing enough to improve the infrastructure yet they keep
increasing the amount of housing units. There is so much traffic congestion already and if
we dont improve the roads there will be even more!

I don't agree with forcing rental tenants into higher end condos. I believe whole projects
hsould be zoned as rental and require some two and three bedroom units. It should also
have a low income component.

All this densification in Richmond and YET, we are still grossly under served by Transit
systems. Many of the highest density areas require 1km or more walk to transit, have
limited or infrequent service - you know it is not the 1980s, we need transit that reflects
that people live, work and play 7 days a week! Canada Line is so over capacity that
during morning peak hours at the first stop at Richmond Brighouse it is standing room
only. Anyone living in West or South richmond who wants to go south of the tunnel has
to go all the way to Bridgport for the privilege of coming all the way BACK across town
via the 351 etc. Bring back 98 B-Line, why on earth did you ever remove the only bus
service to the city? Stupid and extremely short-sighted to have allowed Translink to do
that.

We are sorely lacking in adequate hospital space and yet you want to keeping building
building building. Kids can't get into their catchment schools due to over crowding and
you want to keep ripping down single family homes and replacing with multi-unit
dwellings. You keep raking in all these property taxes from us, but what are they being
used for?? Our infrastructure is outdated, cramped and woefully below what a city of this
size should be.

There are a lot of condos coming to market within the next year

the market will supply rental units

Without doubt, we need new rental stock, particularly affordable & social.

The rental units in Richmond are not entirely inadequate, just that people are greedy. I
believe in protecting the welfare of the renters, impose more stringent regulation on rent
increase, or reno-eviction. Affordability is more critical for renters, and the number of
rental is second to it.

[t's an obvious thing that needs to be done. What I don't see here is a policy that
addresses situations where up-zoning is being considered, ie, where single family
dwellings are converted to condos, or where retail is being converted to ground-floor
retail with residential on top. Why can there not be rental units in these siuations as
well?

It's important to not only preserve the rental stock in Richmond, but to also increase it for
those who are of moderate income.

City Centre is already too crowded and unpleasant, please don't make it worse.
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Residential Rental Tenure Zoning
L etsTalkRichmond Feedback Form
Written Comments

May 21 — June 16, 2019

Do not support this mandate ... it is up to the developers to build and operate rental
housing so renters will have to pay rent on time and not destroy the property and there
should be a 100% no drug use policy that include marijuana.

You are too slow and this is long overdue; The time introduce rental zoning was when
condo construction was picking up. Not now when construction and demand is slowing
down.

We are living in the Robert Owen housing co-op since 1997 and do not want to move as
we are happy in this neighbourhood. We support rental tenure zoning.

This is such a tough one. Most developments are strata now, but stratas don't want to
manage rental pools and developers want to develop, sell and move on...so who will own
the rental units in these developments? I think we probably need federal legislation to
encourage investors to buy such units for management by not for profits or some efficient
arm of government (BC Housing?). Ithink there are hundreds of thousands of existing
small landlords in Canada who have one or two units they manage themselves who might
rather be shareholders in a larger entity that provides rental accommodation to those who
need it. ,

It is unfare to include the land that Co-ops already own in this rental tenure zone. If
something happens to the co-op and the co-op wants to move I believe the financial
amount we would get for the property is much less then the actual value.

You as a municipal entity do not have the right to change that mid game.

I believe you are trying to boost your rental amounts and look good with things already in
place. Do something on your own and make empty land part of this rental tenure.

that is a bad idea, the land value will be depreciated due to this zoning.

Zoning for rental tenure will reduce the property value of existing rental properties,
making it more difficult for owners to access equity for repairs, maintenance or to
develop and build new rental project. Requiring a percentage of rental housing in new
developments will increase costs, in turn stifling building starts and the supply of new
housing that could be rented out. Richmond's market rental housing policy should be
voluntary with meaningful incentives,

Needs to be mix of rental for different sized families/needs

I have many important concerns about the proposal for Residential Rental Tenure
Zoning, particularly with respect to inconsistencies and a lack of transparency and
sufficient outreach regarding the perspectives of Co-ops and Co-op members.

(*** NOTEL: Just because a City staff member, or several, belong(s) to a Co-op does not
mean they represent Co-ops).

My concerns are primarily about inconsistencies within and between this proposal and
the April 2019 staff report (https://www.letstalkrichmond.ca/rentaltenurezonin)

and Richmond’s Affordable Housing Strategy
(https://www.richmond.ca/plandev/socialplan/housing/strategy.htm).
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Residential Rental Tenure Zoning
LetsTalkRichmond Feedback Form
Written Comments

May 21 — June 16, 2019

A few things simply do not add up. First, at the beginning of the report it states:

Metro Vancouver's "Regional Affordable Housing Strategy" (20 16) identified a potential
demand for an additional 3,200 rental units across all incomes in Richmond between
2016 and 2026. Of this, 2,000 rental units are required over ten years to meet the needs of
households with very low to low incomes and 1,200 rental units are required for
households with moderate, above-moderate and high incomes. To meet this estimated
demand, approximately 320 new rental units per year would need to be constructed-
broken out as 200 LEMR or lower (e.g. subsidized) units per year, and 120 market rental
units per year. Implementation of the new residential rental tenure zoning powers is a
new tool that Council can utilize to secure rental housing,.

The April staff report goes to say, on p. 5, that a benefit of this revised definition is:

o the ability to secure rental units without the need for a Housing Agreement or
other legal agreements (emphasis added)

This is important because later (bottom of page 55) that Housing Agreements would be
necessary for the creation of purpose-built low-cost housing. Does this mean then, that
the City has no intention of creating purpose-built low-cost housing to address the very
need that is outlined in the staff report as well as the Affordable Housing Strategy?

The April report seems to give conflicting messages particularly about co-ops, and it is
curious that Co-op representatives were not listed as stakeholders to be invited to their
community consultation workshops. Some key points ignored in the staff report are:

1. the properties to merge under this definition of “residential rental tenure” are already
rental properties;

2. These rental properties are considered non-profit/social housing within the spectrum
of rental properties identified in the Affordable Housing Strategy (see p. 4); i.e., they
are specifically not considered to be market housing

3. As such, they fit with one of the 5 key strategic directions that the City has identified,
namely: to build capacity with non-profit housing and service providers

4. (as above) 2000 rental units would be nceded to meet the needs of households with
very low to low incomes (and as per Policy 3.1 of Affordable Housing Strategy, p.24)

Finally, the report talks a lot about “the power to zone” but does not provide convincing
rationale that this would actually preserve the rental housing stock that Richmond
actually requires. With regard to Co-ops, this is particularly conspicuous. For example,
onp. 15 it states the City will work hard to increase the supply of Co-op housing while at
the same time propose to merge Co-ops under a market housing banner — when currently
there are still some paying below market rates and the city has indicated there is a need
for MORE not less, low income/below market housing stock.
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Residential Rental Tenure Zoning
LetsTalkRichmond Feedback Form
Written Comments

May 21 — June 16, 2019

Rental tenure zoning must not be mis-used by cities. Cities should take care not to
downzone value of existing property owners by implementing rental tenure zoning. At
the very minimum, extra density and lower parking requirements must accompany rental
tenure zoning in order to not downzone property values and allow for more rental
housing development.

Required inclusions into all new development will reduce overall supply of housing -
Bad. Incentive zoning to add density and remove costs to create 100% rental housing
projects (at market rates) is proven policy. Adding affordability requirements to new
rental building requires even further incentives, take a "bigger view" of problem, new
rental is occupied from former tenant in existing stock and frees space at more affordable
rate.

This is completely the wrong path. This entire survey is grossly misleading.

Question 1: does not explain that rental property is already very well protected.

Question 2: Leading: you tell the person filling out the survey what your preferred
answer is.

Question 3: same problem

Question 4: Again. leading. Where do you explain that building rental housing results in
a loss of almost $50,000 per unit for the developer? How about rephrasing the question to
ask: do you agree that your kids should have to pay between $30,000 and 50,000 more to
buy an apartment so someone else can have a unit to rent?

Question 5: OMG, can you get more misleading? How about asking if, by allowing
developers to use space currently occupied by unused parking for market rental housing,
we could solve our rental crisis. Would you agree with this approach?

Question 6: Read the comment I left. This question is completely misleading and
dishonest,

Question 7: How about you don't project your own biases on the question? What about
single family neighbourhoods? Shouldn't renters be entitled to live in the same places as
the affluent?

Question 8: See the comment.

Many of the houses that have been demolished to make way for new 2 million dollar
mansions included some rental suites. [ realize that zoning in areas where redevelopment
is occurring is complex but could we make sure that the development of mansions does
not continue to remove rental options for families? In west Richmond this is adding to
the problem of lower enrollment in schools while renters can find no housing.

We need rent control. We need actual ramifications for landlords who renovict and
illegally raise tenants rent via threats of eviction. We need harsher penalties for lying
about renovictions for personal use. Please protect renters, we are vulnerable.

I support No. 8 immensely. The city should encourage hard workers and those trying
hard to raise a family. These people should be given priority in getting government
subsidization. Extra consideration should be given to those who live with their parent(s)

6216287
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Residential Rental Tenure Zoning
LetsTalkRichmond Feedback Form
Written Comments

May 21 — June 16, 2019

Who is the spokesman of the tenure zoning comimittee or who set up what everyone
should be have a final vote on?

I live in a building with affordable housing units. Biggest issue I have is that as a
community within a housing complex that we maintain a common appearance from the
outside. What I see is that C of R does not have regulations or adopt regulations similar
to the homeowner units. This creates animosity amongst the residences as the owner units
wish to maintain valuc of the complex by having - Tt Te T h as
garden furniture only on balcony whereas the affordable housing units use it like storage
which from a curb appeal lowers the perceived value of the owner units. If we are to go
ahead with market based and subsidizes housing there needs to be similar non invasive
regulations so that we are one community.

I do not support higher density

1. T am alarmed at the escalation evident in "Staff will be reporting back on Council
referrals related to the Lot Size Policy in the second quarter of 2019, which may identify
opportunities to consider a range of housing options in neighbourhoods, including rental
housing." Homeowners on 4000 sq ft SFD cul-de-sacs are at risk of property devaluation
if permanent, family/neighborhood environment is lost.

2. I cannot see the logic behind suggested DCC/deferral incentives. City costs will
escalate without commensurate tax revenues - obviously and unjustly inflicting the
burden upon SFD homeowners.

Too many of rental units are out of bounds for the average Canadian. We need
affordable rents for moderate income residents.

Over the 30 years I have lived in Richmond I have seen it change from a place families
could live and raise children to a place exclusive to the rich. Anything the city can do to
provide more affordable housing stock would benefit the city and it's citizens.

All new developments should have rental units. I would like to see some developments
that are entirely rental, 100%. These developments should include below-market units,
not just market rentals. The City should fast track rental development proposals.

There are already plenty of brand new apartments within Richmknd that are owned, but
not lived in. There are also plenty of houses in Richmond that are owned but sitting
empty. What can be done to incentivize owners to rent those since they are not being
lived in? Some older strata complexes require major upgrades which will cost much more
than owners can afford or what the building is worth, so it makes better sense to sell the
complex to a developer to redevelop. By requiring the developer to include a percentage
for low income housing, it will affect the potential sale to the developer, then the owners
who are trying to sell will suffer as a result.

I am a senior - own my own home. I will eventually have to sell and want to stay in
Richmond (Steveston). There is hardly anything to rent at a reasonable price. I am not
ready for a seniors home. I think there should be more rental tenure zoning in Richmond.

6216287
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Residential Rental Tenure Zoning
LetsTalkRichmond Feedback Form
Written Comments

May 21 — June 16, 2019

e Communicate with builders and developers to see how incentives can motivate them to
accept the idea of rental tenure zoning without affect the current housing market. If they
decide to increase the price for the unit for sale in order to maintain their profit as a result
of rental tenure zoning policy, then it is fair for people who actually want to buy a condo
as their primary residential unit.

e Letter to follow

e I do not support this because "proposed step 2" does not nearly go far enough in ensuring
rental housing is built. All housing developments within 500 meters of a Canada Line
station should be required to at least be 50% rental housing to ensure a healthy stock of
rental options and to ensure that those who are renting (who often have less disposable
income in our expensive region) have safe, reliable, affordable transportation options.
Luxury developments such as those going up near 3 Rd / Bridgeport are close to the
Canada Line, but realistically how many wealthy homeowners who drive Lambourghini's
up and down 3 Rd are going to be squeezing onto the Canada Line?

e Get to the root of the housing disaster, stop foreign buyers with all their stolen money
from owning property.

e 1. What will happened to the current rental stock with pending rezoning application
which eventually be converted into market housing stock.

2. The affordable rental rate should be defined in dollar terms. Example one bedroom
$1,000 - $1,200. The current rental rate in Vancouver is around $1,900 to $2,000. And I
suppose once these rental stock are built the rental rates would be more. This would not
be within the reach of a family of 2 or 5 who are earning the minimum wage rate of
$13.85 per hour,

e ] commend the city for acting taking this much needed course of action to ensure there is
rental accommodation available for individuals and families with different levels of
income who live in Richmond. I believe the use of residential rental tenure zoning will be
an effective tool.

e How much density bonus is available in Richmond with the airport restricting building
size?

More energy should be put on encouraging standalone rental buildings near existing
commercial centres, transit lines, and schools with lower enrolment.

e Rental tenure zoning should also be used to protect older stock rental buildings that
supply lower income renters with sustainable housing. Precarious housing is a real
danger with new market rental housing set at a rate that is unattainable for elderly/low
income renters.
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Residential Rental Tenure Zoning
LetsTalkRichmond Feedback Form
Written Comments

May 21 — June 16, 2019

10. Additional comments:

It is vital to preserve and increase purpose built rental housing, particularly for low and
moderate income households.

We need to cater to all needs not just the rich and a certain demographics of the city.
There are low income and moderate income people who need rental units and have lived
in Richmond for years but can no longer as they can not afford to live here. Richmond is
becoming non inclusive city of everyone especially people who have lived here there
whole lives. I
Do not proceed with any rental only zoning. Let the free market decide.

FURNISHED RENTAL UNITS ARE NOT RECOMMENDED . RENTAL RATES
MUST BE SET ACCORDING TO MEANS TESTING .

We are losing skilled workers (nurses, teachers, service & retail staff etc.) and young
families to other communities because many cannot afford to work and live in Richmond.
It is so vital that we have affordable housing for those who provide services to our
community in order to keep the city vibrant and growing now and in the future.

more city funded shelters for those in housing crisis and a process that is with dignity

I think Richmond needs to get its act together and work harder to put effective housing
plans in place that reflect modern nceds. All of these multi-unit housing structures you
are allowing to be built have ZERO facilities and green space for children to play and
grow. Maybe that should be a requirement. Imagine that? Doing things that improve the
lives of our kids and inspire them to be outside like their parents were as youngsters.

If developers aren't willing to wrk together for the good of our community, we can
readily do without those ones.

Please, help those of us who are working and wanting to live in Richmond. The rental
stock is dwindling and the prices keep going up and up. What are families supposed to
do?

I would like to see much more co-op housing (new developments) in Richmond. This
model allows for affordable housing and as the residents participate in the administration
of the development, increased sense of community.

the government received a lot of tax money, the government should partner up with a
builder and build its own rental building and can provide more affordable rental unit.
Don't impose this on homeowners to take care of the low income. We paid enough tax
This entire survey is wildly misleading, structurally flawed and an affront to any
meaningful attempt to gather unbiased opinions. To top it off, it perpetuates social and
class preconceptions that distort the results further. This survey is completely without
value and should be tossed and replaced with one developed by a professional who is not
predetermining the outcome.

A board of directors made up of volunteers could glorify themselves and not listen to
others eg)

Fully support the initiative.
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Residential Rental Tenure Zoning
LetsTalkRichmond Feedback Form
Written Comments

May 21 — June 16, 2019

e  We need to change the criteria for rentals, including seniors, where our apartments are
being used by persons able to hide their incomes. Enough is enough!

e Questions for planning staff:

1. Why were the Co-ops in Richmond not identified as stakeholders to be invited to
workshops?

2. Who benefits from side stepping the Housing Agreements? Who would stand to
benefit by using Housing Agreements to create purpose-built low-income
housing? :

3. What is the City’s intention with Co-op’s whose mortgages will be paid off in the
next 2-6 years?

4. Why is the city not looking at ways to preserve and increase Co-Ops specifically
— by protecting this housing stock and finding creative ways of partnering perhaps
with provincial government to preserve some subsidies for low income tenants?
Why are more efforts being undertaken to bolster Co-op housing in Richmond, a
priority identified in the Affordable Housing Strategy - as is pointed out on P.25,
3.3, redevelopment would be an option for thise who want it, however, it appears
that the City is assuming Co-ops will want this option without including
meaningful engagement to understand their views and needs

5. If the City owns Co-op land, would that defacto mean that this property would be
re-developed at the time the mortgage is paid off?

6. How would re-development impact rents?

a. Even if (as stated at bottom of P. 14) at the time of redevelopment current
tenants get right of first refusal to return to replacement unit without
meeting income threshold, they may still having to then pay market value
even if perhaps before they were below market value before.

e Rather than forcing new developments to include rental housing, find a why to fill the
empty apartments, townhouses and houses that are already in Richmond. Stop turning a
blind eye all the money laundering that is getting filtered through home purchases in
Richmond.

e You should be finding out what the foreign buyersincomes are. All a country needs to do
is put numbers on pieces of paper and they can buy up all our land. The international
Chinese student's are telling the local students that there patents are transfering money
out of the got accounts into their and friends accounts.

e The City should have a political will and the real concern for the long time residents and
taxpaying citizens who are renters instead of investors who satisfy only the developers
and realtors.
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Residential Rental Tenure Zoning
LetsTalkRichmond Feedback Form
Written Comments

May 21 - Ji_ 2 16, 2019

Theme Notes

e Mixed support for using rental tenure zoning to secure
existing rental properties
e Support for protecting existing low-income renters in the

Preserving existing older rental stock
purpose-built rental e Concern that rental zoning would down-zone and decrease
housing property values

¢ Consider allowing mixed rental and ownership buildings
e Concern that existing rental properties would not be
maintained

Significant majority desire at least a 10% rcquirement for
market rental units in new apartment developments
e Need to offer density bonuses or other meaningful financial

incentives
Mandatory market rental ¢ Concern about the effect on Richmond’s housing market due
requirement to increased rental requirements

e Feeling that new and existing condominiums would
contribute to the rental housing stock

¢ Concern that mixed rental and strata apartment buildings will
be difficult to operate compared to 100% rental buildings

¢ Mixed support for providing incentives to developers for
building market rental housing

e Opinion that developers have a social responsibility to
provide affordable or rental housing

Incentives e Consider parking requirement reductions, a significant
density bonus or other financial incentives
o Consider negotiating incentives on a case-by-case basis
¢ Need to make rental housing an attractive investment
e Strong support for moderate income rental housing
e Fear of losing families and skilled moderate income workers
o Feeling that market rents are not affordable, and rents need to
Moderate income rental be geared to incomes
housing e Concern that the existing affordable housing requirement is
too high
o Concern that strata unit prices will increase as a result of
increased rental housing requirements in apartments
6216287 Page 17 of 18
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Residential Rental Tenure Zoning
LetsTalkRichmond Feedback Form
Written Comments

May 21 — June 16, 2019

Theme Notes

e Most respondents indicated a desire for more market rental
housing along transit routes, parks, and schools
e Rental housing is needed across the city

Appropriate areas for e [mportant to consider rental housing near Canada Line
additional density stations where there is access to affordable transportation
options

e Concern that the City Centre is already too dense
e Consider additional density on a case-by-case basis

e Concern that there is a lack of high paying jobs in Richmond

e Concern that there is a lack of affordable options for families

Affordability and those that work and desire to live in Richmond

e Concern that those most in need of affordable or moderate
rental housing are excluded (e.g., seniors, families)

e Desire for government-funded rental units

e Need a solution to empty homes

e Need a strategic housing plan that reflects current needs
e City should focus on renters instead of investors

e Let the market decide

Local government
action

e Concern that the population is increasing without an increase
in public transportation services

e Concern that there is a lack of capacity in existing schools
and hospitals

Community services

e Include townhouses

Ground-oriented e Increase laneway homes across the City for rental
housing e Redevelopment of single-family houses used as rental

housing is reducing rental options for families

e Concern that cooperative housing sites will be redeveloped

Cooperalive housin ) .. o
P & e Increase cooperative housing in Richmond

e Need more two and three bedroom units
Family-friendly housing e Need more green space or child amenities in new apartment
developments
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ATTACHMENT 7

URBAN DEVELOPMENT INSTITUTE - PACIFIC REGION
#1100 - 1050 West Pender Street

Vancouver, British Columbia V6E 3S7 Canada

T. 604.669.9585 [ "~ 7o aced

July 15, 2019

Barry Konkin

Manager of Policy Planning
City of Richmond

6911 No. 3 Road
Richmond BC Vé6Y 2C1

Dear Mr. Konkin:
Re: Proposed Rental Tenure Zoning and Inclusionary Zoning Policies

1 would like to thank your staff for meeting with representatives from the Urban
Development Institute (UDI) to discuss proposals to utilize the new rental tenure
zoning power and increase the rental housing stock in Richmond. We appreciated the
opportunity to provide our comments at the UDI Sub-committee meeting held on
May 28, 2019 and the Richmond Liaison Committee meeting on June 12, 2019, This
issue is important to our membership, as many are actively seeking to build rental
housing. Since our meetings, we have had the opportunity to receive further
feedback from our members, and respectfully provide our comments below.

Consultation

While the consultation process thus far has been positive for our Richmond Liaison
Committee members, concerns have been raised about some aspects of the
engagement process. We have heard from landowners and rental housing operators
who have received little information regarding the proposals to rezone their sites to
rental only, and that outreach was only conducted after the initial report to Council.
We recommend that the City have further direct discussions with impacted owners.

In addition, as discussed at the June 12 meeting, our members were concerned that
the survey on the rental policies was written in a way that could skew the results to
support staff's proposals. For example, the survey provided background regarding
the potential of inclusionary zoning in High Density Apartment Residential Zones,
describing the benefits associated with this type of policy and inferring that it was
the vehicle to secure rental units. Following this introduction, respondents were
asked whether, “[They] believe that requiring market rental units in existing higher
density apartment zones should be mandatory.” We feel that a balanced approach
was not achieved through this survey and that it may not have provided respondents
with comprehensive information to inform their responses. We suggest that the City
consider this when assessing the results of the survey.
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Rental Tenure Zoning

UDI was originally supportive of rental tenure zoning if it was used to encourage the
construction of more purpose built rental housing, in conjunction with incentives. For
example, if a local government up-zoned a single-family area to multi-family, or a
commercial zone into residential, it would be appropriate to require the new use
and/or density to be purpose built rental housing. However, this is not what is being
proposed under the proposed Rental Tenure Zoning policy. The power is instead
being used to downzone sites.

As was clearly conveyed in our consultation sessions, our members are very
concerned with local governments using their new rental tenure zoning power to
downzone properties. This would send the wrong signal to builders who are
interested in providing purpose-built rental housing units in Richmond. Our members
and the lending institutions who finance their projects rely on stable and predictable
regulatory frameworks. This is even more true for rental projects, which have
investment timeframes that are decades long. Downzoning and devaluing sixty sites
would undermine the confidence of investors and may have lasting impacts on
Richmond'’s housing market,

Reducing the value of properties also has another unintended consequence. Builders,
whether they be for-profit, non-profit or government, use the value of their sites to
leverage loans for future projects. If their portfolios are worth less, their borrowing
capacity to build future projects is reduced.

It is not clear why it is necessary for the City to apply rental tenure zoning to
existing rental buildings. The City already mandates a 1:1 replacement policy for any
rezonings of the current rental stock. It does not make economic sense for a builder
to redevelop an existing rental housing building without density increases (which
would require a rezoning and Council approval). Thic ic what Burnahu ctaff faund jp
their municipality. Last year in New Westminster, for
their Rental Replacement Policy and the sites they .. anaiyzeu nave rugner vaues
under existing use as rental apartment buildings (i.e. the value supported by the net
income generated by existing improvements) than the existing zoned land value.”
We recommend that the City hire an independent third party to conduct a pro-forma
analysis to determine, which of the sixty sites require further protection before
proceeding with a mass downzoning. If there are a few sites that may be vulnerable,
we sugdgest that staff explore negotiating Housing Agreements (that include
incentives) with the owners of those properties.

Inclusionary Rental Zoning

Given the findings in Richmond'’s Coriolis report, we have serious concerns if the City
moves forward with a mandatory inclusionary zoning policy in which a minimum of
10% of the floor area would have to be market rental housing. As described in the
City's own report, under the current incentives pravided, building purpose-built
rental housing is not a viable option. For concrete build forms under existing
conditions, building market rental would result in a loss of over $45,000 per rental
unit. Even with the potential DCC and tax waivers analysed in the report, costs were
still prohibitive to build market rental housing in all case studies explored.

While the report cited the significant construction cost increases in 2018 and recent
changes to the Residential Tenancy Act Rent Regulations limiting the ability of

PLN - 396



landlords to increase rents over time, builders will soon face even higher costs as the
following changes are put into place:

e Increasing Energy Step Code requirements for new construction;

e Nev ect on January 1, 2020; and
e And wvincial taxes that applv to development lands,
incl ind th

These cost pressures are also occurring at a time when the housing market is
slowing down - in part because of tax and fee increases - but also because of
Government demand side measiires such as the Office of the Superintendent of
Financial Institution: ‘hat came into effect in 2018. The current
market conditions are making 1w more difficult to construct all forms of housing,
including strata, which would be necessary to subsidize market rental units.

According t¢ n the Greater Vancouver and Fraser Valley, about 5,000 concrete
units within 1/ uevelopment projects have been postponed and there have been ...
decreases in housing starts by up to 20 per cent province-wide ...”. 1otes in the
City of Vancouver, 20% of the approved units are in projects that have peen
abandoned. In fact, Vancouver staff recently informed UDI that “As a result of the
current residential market downturn, staff are recommending that Council waive the
2019 inflationary rate adjustment for all residential rate categories,” for
Development Cost Levies, Community Amenity Contributions and Density Bonuses.

Despite these chalienges, many of our members are interested in delivering more
rental housing in Richmond and in other municipalities. This includes pension funds,
REITs and builders who want to expand their portfolios to leverage financing for
future projects and to have improved cash flow/ongoing revenues. UDI recommends
that the City move away from establishing mandatory inclusionary requirements for
market rental housing to creating additional voluntary incentives for builders to
invest in it, We specifically recommend the following:

s The City should consider amendments to the application of the current waiver
system, exempting market rental housing buildings and units from a number
of City requirements such as the LEMR policy/Affordable Housing Strategy
charges, DCCs, Public Art fees and requirements, the Daycare policies, and
the Community Planning Contribution Fee. Proponents would still need to
comply with those policies for the strata units within their mixed tenure
buildings — but we ask that they not apply to any market rental units that are
incorporated into projects.

e The City review reducing its parking requirements further - especially for
rental units. Parking stalls cost $25,000 to $40,000. UDI has supported the
City's previous progressive steps to lower parking standards. However, we
still believe more can be done because of improved transit in the City and
societal changes. Metro Vancouver’s Transit Oriented Affordable Housing
Study released earlier this year, found that on average 42% of parking stalls
across the region were unused. Any reduction in these substantial costs would
be a key incentive for our members to build rental housing.
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We also recommend that the savings from lower parking requirements not be
diluted by increased Traffic Demand Measures (TDM) if parking is reduced.
Originally TDM were designed to help residents avoid owning cars and also to
compensate municipalities if there were higher off street parking use. With
the current shift towards other modes of transportation, the incentive is no
longer needed to reduce car usage.

The City could go even further and allow the equivalent space saved from the
parking reductions to be added to the FAR of a project - if that space is used
for market rental housing. Although, it is difficult to add density in Richmond
because of the issues with soils, those soil issues mean the replaced parking
spaces will be located on or above the main floors of buildings, which is
appropriate for housing.

Beyond parking requirements, the City could also look at lowering
construction costs by reducing Richmond’s requirements for electric vehicle
charging, the Energy Step Code and District Energy for purpose built rental
buildings. Long-term owners who have an interest in protecting the value of
their investments would purchase these rental buildings. As such, they are in
a good position to determine what is needed in their buildings.

As noted in our March 16, 2018 letter on the draft Market Rental Housing
Policy, “Richmond needs to be much more aggressive with the density
bonusing to meaningfully increase market new rental housing projects in the
City.” We recommended that the City review density on a site-by-site basis to
determine where densities could be increased enough to add a substantial
number of market rental housing units on key sites. The focus of such a
review would be for properties outside the YVR flight paths. Specifically, we
suggested “... older shopping centres (and adjacent properties), older strata
projects that are facing high maintenance costs, and sites along Spires Road
and Citation Drive."”

As we suggested last March, if the City were to adopt such an approach,
“Richmond would need to make it clear to the land market that new density
increases (or a percentage of them) on these sites are for rental housing, or
land prices will escalate, and make building rental difficult.” We acknowledge
the unique challenges facing Richmond, particularly the soil conditions and
overhead flight path, however these considerations make it even more
important for the City to allow increased density in areas less impacted by
these conditions.

In addition to the above, there is a good opportunity to explore increasing
densities around schools with low enroliments, which could be candidates for
closure. Neighbourhoods may be more inclined to accept growth to ensure
that their local schools remain open. These areas could be prime areas for
family-sized rental housing units.

The City could also improve development review times for projects by
formalizing a fast-track system for rental and removing steps from the
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process for purpose built rental projects. For example, these projects could be
exempted from the Urban Design Panel, or as noted above the Public Art
Committee if the Public Art requirement is waived. By creating a formal fast-
track program with fewer steps it would send a clear signal to the industry
that these projects will be approved more efficiently.

e Finally, we would like to reiterate our support for waiving property taxes for
market rental units. Coupled with other incentives (eg. DCC waivers and
reductions in construction costs), property tax exemptions could encourage
builders to add market rental units to their projects - even if it is for a set
period (e.g. five to ten years). This incentive is particularly advantageous
because through Budget 2018 the Province is committed to matching local
government property tax exemptions. As shown in the Coriolis report, the
combined impact of these incentives would be substantial, however additional
incentives will be required in order to make market rental projects viable.

We thank staff again for meeting with UDI regarding these proposals, and ask that
you consider our recommendations and reflect them in the report to Council. Our
members believe these suggestions will make the policies workable so that builders
can help the City achieve its goals. UDI would be pleased to discuss our ideas further
with staff. We look forward to working with Richmond on this and other initiatives.

Yours sincerely,

Anne McMullin
President & CEO
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June 10, 2019

Mayor & Council
City of Richmond
6911 No. 3 Road
Richmond, BC V6Y 2C1

Dear Mayor & Council,
RE: Residential Rental Tenure Zoning

Richmond is truly an amazing place to base one's business, but businesses are facing significant housing
related challenges. A recent survey by the Richmond Chamber (RCC) confirmed that employers are
reporting rising stress due to the city’s cost of housing and its impact on their ability to recruit and keep
workers, 87% of business owners indicated that housing affordability has moderately or significantly
impacted their ability to recruit talented workers. This represents a 25% increase from the RCC’s 2016
Housing Affordability survey.

The RCC recognizes Council’s recent intent to preserve and expand affordable housing stock in
Richmond using the new provincial Residential Rental Tenure Zoning. While well intentioned, we believe
the initial proposal would have had an adverse effect on the current situation, and we greatly appreciate
that Council hit the pause button to consult with builders, landlords, and other key stakeholders to
ensure the intended outcomes are achieved.

We would agree that more rental homes are urgently needed in Richmond to address the 0.7% vacancy
rate and have spent a significant amount of time consulting with key stakeholders to explore how the
RCC can best support the building of more rental housing supply.

From our consultations, key stakeholders are supportive in principle of the Local Government Statutes
(Residential Rental Tenure Zoning) Amendment Act, as long as this new tool is used as an incentive to
up-zone property to stimulate the building of more rental homes. However, it has become evident that
this new tool is being used heavy-handedly by local governments to arbitrarily down-zone properties.

By applying rental tenure zoning without the addition of substantial density, it will devalue properties at
the expense of the owners. In the case of Metro Vancouver and other large investors, it makes it more
difficult to leverage existing assets to build new rental buildings. Additionally, rental housing stock is
already well protected under the recently strengthened ‘1:1 policy’ which ensures any replacement
units “have the same built form and number of bedrooms as the existing market rental units.”

The Residential Rental Tenure Zoning should act as a carrot, and not a stick. For example, in areas near
schools that have low enrollment, developments could be eligible for a significant bump in density and
be encouraged to construct an economical multi-level ‘wood frame’ structure, while also implementing
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the new residential rental tenure zoning. In this fashion, this new tool can be used in a positive way to
reinvigorate our City and create the affordable rental stock we need. We could create rental housing
that supports the families and young people needed to keep our schools and local neighbourhoods
viable and vibrant.

Downzoning is a critical concern for our members because they rely on a stable regulatory framework in
which land is not devalued arbitrarily by governments. This is a key factor in their ability to obtain
funding for projects. If rental-te e zoning isimpos  withi  subs  :alince =~  and a stable
regulatory framework, it will discourage investment in new rental homes - the opposite of the desired
outcome,

While density is the most effective incentive for rental provision, it cannot always be provided in
sufficient quantities due to Richmond’s unique height and depth constraints. Other incentives, such as
lower parking minimums could be used to support more rental development.

Metro Vancouver recently released i ‘hat shows an average of 41% of parking stalls across
the region were unused. If Richmond were to allow a reduction in parking requirements by similar
margins for developments near transit, this additional space could be dedicated for market rental
housing, and significantly increase supply in a short period of time. Ultimately every square foot built for
parking, is a square foot that could serve as much needed market rental space.

In closing, there has recently been a major shift in the real estate market. It is crucial that municipalities
across the region recognize this change when crafting policies that could unintendedly strain the
viability of desired projects. It is imperative that bold incentives be provided to rental builders if
Richmond wants to aggressively achieve its goal of building more rental homes. For over 30 years, the
development of new rental housing has fallen behind demand. There simply aren’t enough economic
incentives to building purpose-built rentals over market housing. However, Vancouver, Seattle and
Kelowna have all recently used substantial incentives to tip the scales in favour of more rental stock, and
that has worked very well. Richmond should follow suit.

Thank you for your time and consideration,

Fan Chun
Chair, Richmond Chamber of Commerce
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Tina Atva, Sentor Planning Coordinator, City of Richmond
Re: Residential Rental Tenure Zoning ~ Proposed Rezoning
Page 2 of 2

Reduction in Land Value and Equity

One of the main ways that Metro Vancouver Housing accesses financing and funding for new
buildings is through partnerships with other orders of government. These partnerships often require
MVHC to bring some form of equity to the partnership. For an organization primarily funded by tenant
rents, that equity is usually through land value. A rental-only zoning designation will likely reduce
land value and thus the equity MVHC can bring forward, which ultimately determines project
feasibility and the level of affordability that can be offered to tenants.

Relatedly, if municipalities were to apply rental-only zoning to MVHC owned sites across the region,
this would likely have a significant, negative impact on MVHC's overall equity. We are concerned that
rezoning of sites in Richmond could create such a precedent.

Change in Tenure

If the purpose of this initiative is to protect the land for rental housing, the governance of MVHC
should provide assurance of these protections. Metro Vancouver Housing staff report regularly to the
Housing Committee and the MVHC Board. The Committee and Board are made up of elected officials

from member municipalities. Any sale of land, partnership agreement or capital project would require

authorization from the MVHC Board, of which the City of Richmond is a member.

Our request is that the City consider that the governance of the MVHC already works to protect the
interests of rental housing. Additional regulations would both be unnecessary and potentially hinder
future redevelopment, which would be in the interest of renewing and/or increasing rental housing.

Thank you for your attention. Do not hesitate to contact me if you would like to discuss any of this
further or if we can provide any additional information to your council,

Sincerely,
L=
)
_ e S
Ravi Chhina

General Manager, Parks and Housing Services
Metro Vancouver

RC/lc
cc: Jason Hingley, Division Manager — Finance, Policy & Planning
30061375
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Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500
Amendment Bylaw 10014
(Residential Rental Tenure)

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

1))

6150120

Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500, as amended, is further amended at Section 3.4 [Use and

Term Definitions] by:

a) adding the following new definition in the correct alphabetical order:

“Cooperative housing unit

means a dwelling unit in a multi-family
residential development owned and operated
by a housing cooperative association
incorporated  under the  Cooperative
Association Act, as may be amended or
replaced from time to time.”

b) adding the following new definition in the correct alphabetical order:

“Non-market housing unit

means a dwelling unit that

a) has received upfront (capital) and/or
ongoing (operating) direct government
funding,

b) has a rental rate at or below average
rent in the City of Richmond as
defined by the Canada Mortgage and
Housing Corporation, or such other
national governmental housing agency
as may replace the Canada Mortgage
and Housing Corporation, and

¢) is targeted for occupancy by
households who earn less than median
income.”

¢) adding the following new definition in the correct alphabetical order:
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2)

6150120

“Residential rental tenure

Page 2

means, in relation to a dwelling unit in a
multi-family residential building,

a)

b)

occupancy of a dwelling unit,
including a market rental unit or
non-market housing unit, governed
by a tenancy agreement that is subject
to the Residential Tenancy Act (BC),
as may be amended or replaced from
time to time;

occupancy of anon-n ket h¢ ing
unit governed by a tenancy agreement
which may or may not be subject to
the Residential Tenancy Act (BC), as
may be amended or replaced from time
to time, and where the landlord is B.C.
Housing Management Commission or
a non-profit society incorporated under
the Society Act (BC), as may be
amended or replaced from time to
time, where the society’s objectives
include the provision of rental housing;
and

occupancy of a cooperative housing
unit.”

Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500, as amended, is further amended at Section 8.6 [Low
Density Townhouses (RTL1, RTL2, RTL3, RTL4)] by adding a new Section 8.6.11 as
follows, and renumbering the remaining sections accordingly:

“8.6.11

1.

2.

Residential Rental Tenure

Residential rental tenure may be located anywhere in this zone.

Notwithstanding Section 8.6.11.1, any dwelling units located at the
following sites may only be used for residential rental tenure:

a) 11631 7™ Avenue
P.I.D. 000-708-461
Parcel One Sections 3 and 4 Block 3 North Range 7 West New
Westminster District Reference Plan 68273

b)

10771 Auburn Drive

P.1.D. 003-434-508

Lot 455 Section 26 Block 4 North Range 6 West New Westminster
District Plan 64064
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d)

g)

h)

k)

k)

Page 3

6071 Azure Road

P.L.D. 002-379-953

Lot 592 Section 7 Block 4 North Range 6 West New Westminster
District Plan 25611

6600 Barnard Drive

P.LD. 018-683-312

Lot 9 Section 10 Block 4 North Range 7 West New Westminster
District Plan LMP15854

12060 Bath Road

P.LD. 004-263-430

Lot 45 Section 30 Block 5 North Range 5 West New Westminster
District Plan 15861

12211 Cambie Road

P.LD. 011-302-984

Lot 1 Section 30 Block 5 North Range 5 West New Westminster
District Plan 78015

12551 Cambie Road

P.I.D. 003-472-175

Lot 153 Section 30 Block 5 North Range 5 West New Westminster
District Plan 64669

12571 Cambie Road

P.1.D. 003-472-183

Lot 154 Section 30 Block 5 North Range 5 West New Westminster
District Plan 64669

4080 Garry Street

P.I.D. 012-966-452

Lot 1 Section 2 Block 3 North Range 7 West New Westminster
District Plan 80334

10771 Gilbert Road

P.LD. 005-655-382

Parcel “One” Section 31 Block 4 North Range 6 West New
Westminster District Reference Plan 73256

12055 Greenland Drive

P.I.D. 002-394-120

Lot 258 Section 30 Block 5 North Range 5 West New Westminster
District Plan 66221
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3)

6150120

D
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10000 Kilby Drive

P.LD. 018-199-879

Lot 1 Section 26 Block 5 North Range 6 West New Westminster
District Plan LMP9881

m) 7251 Langton Road

p)

Q)

P.LD. 003-460-525
Lot 319 Section 13 Block 4 North Range 7 West New Westminster
District Plan 49467

6800 Lynas Lane

P.LD. 003-657-248

Lot 784 Section 12 Block 4 North Range 7 West New Westminster
District Plan 65642

3640 No. 5 Road

P.I.D. 009-408-533

Parcel “One” Section 30 Block 5 North Range 5 West New
New Westminster District Reference Plan 76547

2960 Steveston Highway

P.LD. 005-318-378

Parcel “One” Section 33 and 34 Block 4 North Range 7 West and
Section 3 and 4 Block 3 North Range 7 West New Westminster
District Plan 72974

12411 Trites Road

P.LD. 010-542-639

Lot D Section 12 Block 3 North Range 7 West New Westminster
District Plan 77442”

Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500, as amended, is further amended at Section 8.10 [Low
Density Low Rise Apartments (RAL1, RAL2)] by adding a new Section 8.10.11 as follows,
and renumbering the remaining sections accordingly:

“8.10.11

1.

2.

Residential Rental Tenure

Residential rental tenure may be located anywhere in this zone.

Notwithstanding Section 8.10.11.1, any dwelling units located at the
following sites may only be used for residential rental tenure:

a)

11671, 11673 and 11675 7™ Avenue

P.LD. 004-866-711

Lot 153 Section 4 Block 3 North Range 7 West New Westminster
District Plan 54197
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b)

Page 5

3851 Francis Road
P.LD. 003-474-348
Lot 2 Section 22 Block 4 North Range 7 West New Westminster
District Plan 20670

7500 Francis Road

P.LD. 004-174-887

Parcel “A” (Reference Plan 61175) of Lots 8, 9, 10, 11 and 12
Section 29 Block 4 North Range 6 West New Westminster District
Plan 11272”

Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500, as amended, is further amended at Section 8.11 [Medium
Density Low Rise Apartments (RAM1, RAM2, RAM3)]| by adding a new Section 8.11.11
as follows, and renumbering the remaining sections accordingly:

“8.11.11

1.

2.

Residential Rental Tenure

Residential rental tenure may be located anywhere in this zone.

Notwithstanding Section 8.11.11.1, any dwelling units located at the
following sites may only be used for residential rental tenure:

a)

b)

d)

6051 Azure Road and 6800 Westminster Highway

P.L.D. 003-586-162

Lot 591 Section 7 Block 4 North Range 6 West New Westminster
District Plan 25611

8631 Bennett Road
P.1.D. 002-070-383
Lot 394 Section 16 Block 4 North Range 6 West New Westminster
District Plan 66963

8640 Bennett Road

P.I.D. 010-469-443

Lot D (AB39935) Block C Section 16 Block 4 North Range 6 West
New Westminster District Plan 1262

8711 Bennett Road

P.I.D. 000-868-281

Parcel “385” Section 16 Block 4 North Range 6 West New
Westminster District Plan 63504

4100 Chatham Street

P.LD. 002-143-496

Parcel 23 Section 11 Block 3 North Range 7 West New Westminster
District Reference Plan 66733
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h)

)

k)

D)
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8251 Cook Road

P.1.D. 004-926-498

Lot 190 Except: Part Subdivided by Plan 57261, Section 9 Block 4
North Range 6 West New Westminster District Plan 56177

7700 Francis Road
P.I.D. 006-719-368
Lot 179 Section 29 Block 4 North Range 6 West New Westminster
District Plan 43246

4200 Garry Street

P.L.D. 006-091-466

Parcel One Section 2 Block 3 North Range 7 West New Westminster
District Reference Plan 73640

8191 General Currie Road

P.I.D. 012-484-369

Parcel “One” Section 16 Block 4 North Range 6 West New
Westminster District Reference Plan 79666 .

8700 General Currie Road

P.I.D. 017-346-720

Parcel One Section 16 Block 4 North Range 6 West New
Westminster District Reference Plan LMP445

6211,6311, 6411 and 6511 Gilbert Road

P.1.D. 002-514-605

Lot 589 Section 7 Block 4 North Range 6 West New Westminster
District Plan 25611

7120 Gilbert Road and 7151 Moffatt Road

P.L.D. 002-241-391

Lot 1 Section 17 Block 4 North Range 6 West New Westminster
District Reference Plan 70265

m) 8520 Granville Avenue

P.I.D. 002-119-951
Lot 393 Section 16 Block 4 North Range 6 West New Westminster
District Plan 66963

6451 Minoru Boulevard

P.I.D. 004-932-382

Lot 44 Section 8 Block 4 North Range 6 West New Westminster
District Plan 29965

PLN - 409



Bylaw 10014

6150120

0)

p)

Q)

t)
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6551 Minoru Boulevard

P.LD. 004-134-516

Lot 43 Section 8 Block 4 North Range 6 West New Westminster
District Plan 29965

7460 Moffatt Road

P.I.D. 008-260-567

Parcel “A” Section 17 Block 4 North Range 6 West New
Westminster District Reference Plan 75487

7660 Moffatt Road

P.LD. 000-557-528

Parcel 141 Section 17 Block 4 North Range 6 West New
Westminster District Plan 66982

11131 No. 1 Road

P.1.D. 019-046-707

Lot 2 Section 3 Block 3 North Range 7 West New Westminster
District Plan LMP19873

11820 No. 1 Road

P.LD. 001-431-030

Lot 2 Section 2 Block 3 North Range 7 West New Westminster
District Plan 69234

10100 No. 3 Road

P.1.D. 014-178-338

Lot 457 Except: Firstly: Part Subdivided by Plan 39227 and
Secondly: Parcel “D” (Bylaw Plan 56046), Section 33 Block 4 North
Range 6 West New Westminster District Plan 37887

8720 Railway Avenue

P.1.D. 000-596-566

Lot 243 Section 24 Block 4 North Range 7 West New Westminster
District Plan 67942

12500 Trites Road

P.I.D. 017-612-233

Lot 1 Section 12 Block 3 North Range 7 West New Westminster
District Plan LMP2664

8500 Westminster Highway

P.LD. 003-834-638

Lot 194 Section 9 Block 4 North Range 6 West New Westminster
District Plan 58471
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x) 8911 Westminster Highway
P.1.D. 017-240-107
Lot 1 Sections 3 and 4 Block 4 North Range 6 West New
Westminster District Plan LMP69”

5) Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500, as amended, is further amended at Section 9.2 [Steveston
Commercial (CS2, CS3)] by adding a new Section 9.2.11 as follows, and renumbering the
remaining sections accordingly:

“9.2.11  Residential Rental Tenure
L. Residential rental tenure may be located anywhere in this zone.”

2. Notwithstanding Section 9.2.11.1, any dwelling units located at the
following site may only be used for residential rental tenure:

a) 12020 1% Avenue
P.1D. 009-712-178
Parcel A Section 10 Block 3 North Range 7 West New Westminster
District Reference Plan 76840”

6) Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500, as amended, is further amended at Section 9.4
[Residential/Limited Commercial (RCL1, RCL2, RCL3, RCL4, RCLS5)] by adding a new
Section 9.4.11 as follows, and renumbering the remaining sections accordingly:

“94.11  Residential Rental Tenure
1. Residential rental tenure may be located anywhere in this zone.”

2. Notwithstanding Section 9.4.11.1, any dwelling units located at the
following site may only be used for residential rental tenure:

a) 7260 Granville Avenue
P.LD. 007-849-346
Parcel “1” Section 17 Block 4 North Range 6 West New
Westminster District Reference Plan 74871

7 Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500, as amended, is further amended at Section 17.28 [Town
Housing (ZT28) — Odlinwood (West Cambie)] by adding a new Section 17.28.11 as
follows, and renumbering the remaining sections accordingly:

“17.28.11 Residential Rental Tenure

1. Residential rental tenure may be located anywhere in this zone.

PLN - 411
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2. Notwithstanding Section 17.28.11.1, any dwelling units located at the
following site may only be used for residential rental tenure:

a) 10711 Shepherd Drive
P.LD. 024-726-168
Lot B Section 35 Block 5 North Range 6 West New Westminster
District Plan LMP45255”

8) Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500, as amended, is further amended at Section 17.38 [Town
Housing (ZT38) — Williams Road (Shellmont)] by adding a new Section 17.38.11 as
follows, and renumbering the remaining sections accordingly:

“17.38.11 Residential Rental Tenure
1. Residential rental tenure may be located anywhere in this zone.

2. Notwithstanding Section 17.38.11.1, any dwelling units located at the
following site may only be used for residential rental tenure:

a) 11020 Williams Road
P.L.D. 024-691-372
Lot A Section 36 Block 4 North Range 6 West New Westminster
District Plan LMP44354”

9 Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500, as amended, is further amended at Section 17.75 [Town
Housing (ZT75) — Rosewood (Blundell)] by adding a new Section 17.75.11 as follows, and
renumbering the remaining sections accordingly:

“17.75.11 Residential Rental Tenure
1. Residential rental tenure may be located anywhere in this zone.”

2. Notwithstanding Section 17.75.11.1, any dwelling units located at the
following sites may only be used for residential rental tenure:

a) 6220 Blundell Road
P.1.D. 003-549-496
Lot 141 Except: Part Subdivided by Plan 48878, Section 19 Block 4
Range 6 West New Westminster District Plan 48423

b) 8220 No. 2 Road
P.LD. 003-549-577
Lot 139 Section 19 Block 4 North Range 6 West New Westminster
District Plan 48423
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c) 8280 No. 2 Road
P.1.D. 003-549-615
Lot 138 Section 19 Block 4 North Range 6 West New Westminster
District Plan 48423

10)  Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500, as amended, is further amended at Section 17.76 [Town
Housing (ZT76) — Steveston] by adding a new Section 17.76.11 as follows, and
renumbering the remaining sections accordingly:

“17.76.11 Residential Rental Tenure
1. Residential rental tenure may be located anywhere in this zone.”

2. Notwithstanding Section 17.76.11.1, any dwelling units located at the
following site may only be used for residential rental tenure:

a) 4340 Steveston Highway
P.1.D. 004-108-094
Lot 390 Section 2 Block 3 North Range 7 West New Westminster
District Plan 46799”

11)  Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500, as amended, is further amended at Section 17.78 [Town
Housing (ZT78) — Thompson and Steveston] by adding a new Section 17.78.11 as follows,
and renumbering the remaining sections accordingly:

“17.78.11 Residential Rental Tenure
1. Residential rental tenure may be located anywhere in this zone.

2. Notwithstanding Section 17.78.11.1, any dwelling units located at the
following site may only be used for residential rental tenure:

a) 4160 Bonavista Drive
P.LD. 003-862-216
Lot 887 Section 35 Block 4 North Range 7 West New Westminster
District Plan 57562”

12)  Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500, as amended, is further amended at Section 18.33 [Low Rise
Apartment (ZLR33) — Brighouse Village (City Centre)] by adding a new Section 18.33.11
as follows, and renumbering the remaining sections accordingly:

“18.33.11 Residential Rental Tenure

1. Residential rental tenure may be located anywhere in this zone.
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2. Notwithstanding Section 18.33.11.1, any dwelling units located at the
following site may only be used for residential rental tenure:

a) 6780 and 6880 Buswell Street and 8200 and 8300 Park Road
P.1.D. 003-590-046
Parcel “L” (Reference Plan 49395) Section 9 Block 4 North Range 6
West New Westminster District Plan 302”

13)  Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500, as amended, is further amended at Section 18.34 [Low Rise
Apartment (ZLR34) — Brighouse Village (City Centre)] by adding a new Section 18.34.11
as follows, and renumbering the remaining sections accordingly:

“18.34.11 Residential Rental Tenure
1. Residential rental tenure may be located anywhere in this zone.

2. Notwithstanding Section 18.34.11.1, any dwelling units located at the
following site may only be used for residential rental tenure:

a) 8540 Westminster Highway
P.1.D. 003-605-779
Lot 40 Section 9 Block 4 North Range 6 West New Westminster
District Plan 53874”

14)  Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500, as amended, is further amended at Section 18.35 [Low Rise
Apartment (ZLR35) — St. Albans Sub Area (City Centre)] by adding a new Section 18.35.11
as follows, and renumbering the remaining sections accordingly:

“18.35.11 Residential Rental Tenure
1. Residential rental tenure may be located anywhere in this zone.

2. Notwithstanding Section 18.35.11.1, any dwelling units located at the
following sites may only be used for residential rental tenure:

a) 8291 Bennett Road
P.I.D. 001-435-388
Lot 373 Section 16 Block 4 North Range 6 West New Westminster
District Plan 55806

b) 8351 Bennett Road
P.I.D. 000-965-031
Lot 374 Section 16 Block 4 North Range 6 West New Westminster
District Plan 55806

15)  Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500, as amended, is further amended at Section 18.36 [Low Rise
Apartment (ZLR36) — Brighouse Village (City Centre)] by adding a new Section 18.36.11
as follows, and renumbering the remaining sections accordingly:
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“18.36.11 Residential Rental Tenure
1. Residential rental tenure may be located anywhere in this zone.

2. Notwithstanding Section 18.36.11.1, any dwelling units located at the
following site may only be used for residential rental tenure:

a) 8660 Westminster Highway
P.ID. 003-680-282
Lot 188 Section 9 Block 4 North Range 6 West New Westminster
District Plan 55677

16)  Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500, as amended, is further amended at Section 20.18
[Commercial Mixed Use (ZMU18) — The Gardens (Shellmont)] by adding a new Section
20.18.11 as follows, and renumbering the remaining sections accordingly:

“20.18.11 Residential Rental Tenure
1. Residential rental tenure may be located anywhere in this zone.

2. Notwithstanding Section 20.18.11.1, any dwelling units located at the
following site may only be used for residential rental tenure:

a) 10820 No. 5 Road
P.I.D. 028-631-561
Lot C Section 31 Block 4 North Range 5 West New Westminster
District Plan EPP12978”

17)  Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500, as amended, is further amended at Section 21.3 [Non-Profit
Residential (ZR3) — Williams Road (Seafair)] by adding a new Section 21.3.11 as follows,
and renumbering the remaining sections accordingly:

“21.3.11 Residential Rental Tenure
1. Residential rental tenure may be located anywhere in this zone.

2. Notwithstanding Section 21.3.11.1, any dwelling units located at the
following site may only be used for residential rental tenure:

a) 4771 Williams Road
P.LD. 024-861-006
Lot B Section 26 Block 4 North Range 7 West New Westminster
District Plan LMP47563”
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18)  This Bylaw may be cited as “Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500, Amendment Bylaw

10014”.

FIRST READING RIHMOND
APPROVED

PUBLIC HEARING «ﬁa

SECOND READING FPPROVED
or Solicitor

THIRD READING %

ADOPTED

MAYOR CORPORATE OFFICER
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