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 City of Richmond Agenda
   

 
 

Planning Committee 
 

Anderson Room, City Hall 
6911 No. 3 Road 

Tuesday, September 20, 2011 
4:00 p.m. 

 
 
Pg. # ITEM  
 
  

MINUTES 
 
PLN-7  Motion to adopt the minutes of the meeting of the Planning Committee held 

on Wednesday, September 7, 2011. 

 

 
  

NEXT COMMITTEE MEETING DATE 
 
  Tuesday, October 4, 2011, (tentative date) at 4:00 p.m. in the Anderson Room 

 
  

COMMUNITY SERVICES DEPARTMENT 
 
PLN-13 1. HOUSING AGREEMENT (ORIS DEVELOPMENTS (RIVER DRIVE) 

CORP.) BYLAW NO. 8815- TO SECURE AFFORDABLE HOUSING 
UNITS LOCATED IN 1880 NO. 4 ROAD AND 10071, 10091, 10111, 
10131, 10151, 10311 RIVER DRIVE. 
(File Ref. No. 12-8060-20-8815) (REDMS No. 3352614) 

  TO VIEW eREPORT CLICK HERE 

  See Page PLN-13 of the Planning agenda for full hardcopy report  

  Designated Speaker: Dena Kae Beno
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  STAFF RECOMMENDATION 

  That Bylaw No. 8815 be introduced and given first, second, and third 
readings to permit the City, once Bylaw No. 8815 has been adopted, to enter 
into a Housing Agreement substantially in the form attached hereto, in 
accordance with the requirements of s. 905 of the Local Government Act, to 
secure the Affordable Housing Units required by Rezoning Application No. 
07-380169. 

 
  

PLANNING & DEVELOPMENT DEPARTMENT 
 
PLN-35 2. AM-PRI CONSTRUCTION LTD. has applied to the City of Richmond for 

permission to amend the McLennan South Sub-Area Plan Circulation Map 
and to rezone 7691, 7711 and 7731 Bridge Street from “Single Detached 
(RS1/F)” to “Medium Density Townhouses (RTM2)” in order to develop a 
34 unit townhouse development. 
(File Ref. 8060-20-8803/8804, RZ 11-563568) (REDMS No. 3216547) 

  TO VIEW eREPORT CLICK HERE 

  See Page PLN-35 of the Planning agenda for full hardcopy report  

  Designated Speaker: Brian J. Jackson  

  STAFF RECOMMENDATION 

  (1) That Richmond Official Community Plan Bylaw 7100 Amendment 
Bylaw No. 8803 proposing to repeal the Circulation Map of Schedule 
2.10D (McLennan South Sub-Area Plan) and replacing it with 
“Schedule A attached to and forming part of Bylaw 8803”, to change 
the road type of Keefer Avenue between Armstrong Street and Bridge 
Street from “Local” to “Trail/Walkway” be introduced and given First 
Reading; 

  (2) That Bylaw No. 8803, having been considered in conjunction with: 

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

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

   is hereby deemed to be consistent with said program and plans, in 
accordance with Section 882(3)(a) of the Local Government Act; 
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  (3) That Bylaw No. 8803 having been considered in accordance with the 
City Policy on Consultation During OCP Development, is hereby 
deemed not to require further consultation; and 

  (4) That Bylaw No. 8804 to rezone 7691, 7711 and 7731 Bridge Street 
from “Single Detached, (RS1/F)” to “Medium Density Townhouses 
(RTM2)”, be introduced and given first reading. 

 
PLN-59 3. APPLICATION BY AJIT THALIWAL FOR REZONING AT 11531 

WILLIAMS ROAD FROM SINGLE DETACHED (RS1/E) TO 
COMPACT SINGLE DETACHED (RC2) 
(File Ref. No. 8060-20-8806, RZ 11-585249) (REDMS No. 3309083) 

  TO VIEW eREPORT CLICK HERE 

  See Page PLN-59 of the Planning agenda for full hardcopy report  

  Designated Speaker: Brian J. Jackson

  STAFF RECOMMENDATION 

  That Bylaw No.8806, for the rezoning of 11531 Williams Road from “Single 
Detached (RS1/E)” to “Compact Single Detached (RC2)”, be introduced 
and given first reading. 

 
PLN-69 4. APPLICATION BY PATRICK COTTER ARCHITECT INC. FOR A 

ZONING TEXT AMENDMENT TO LOW RISE APARTMENT 
(ZLR14) – RIVERPORT TO PERMIT A MIXED-USE 
DEVELOPMENT WITH DEDICATED RENTAL APARTMENT 
HOUSING AND SHARED PARKING AT 14000 AND 14088 
RIVERPORT WAY 
(File Ref. No. ZT 11-565675, 12-8060-20-8811)(REDMS No. 3315841) 

  TO VIEW eREPORT CLICK HERE 

  See Page PLN-69 of the Planning agenda for full hardcopy report  

  Designated Speaker: Brian Jackson 

  STAFF RECOMMENDATION 

  That Bylaw No. 8811, for a zoning text amendment to “Low Rise Apartment 
(ZLR14) - Riverport” to permit a medium density mid-rise mixed-use 
development with market rental apartment housing, commercial and 
community amenity space, be introduced and given first reading. 

 



Planning Committee Agenda – Tuesday, September 20, 2011 
Pg. # ITEM  
 

PLN – 4 
3357462 

PLN-111 5. 2041 OCP UPDATE: THIRD ROUND PUBLIC CONSULTATION 
FINDINGS 
(File Ref. No.)(REDMS No. 3306517) 

  TO VIEW eREPORT CLICK HERE 

  See Page PLN-111 of the Planning agenda for full hardcopy report  

  Designated Speaker: Terry Crowe and June Christy

  STAFF RECOMMENDATION 

  (1) That the following form the basis for the preparation of the 2041 
OCP Update: 

   (a) for Burkeville, allow granny flats and coach houses on a site by 
site rezoning basis; 

   (b) for Edgemere, allow granny flats and coach houses on a site by 
site rezoning basis on lots backed by a lane; and 

   (c) for Richmond Gardens and elsewhere, do not allow granny flats 
or coach houses (except where currently allowed under the 
Arterial Road Policy); 

  (2) That form and character guidelines for granny flats and coach 
houses be prepared for the 2041 OCP Update; and 

  (3) That the 2041 OCP Update provide for a review of coach houses and 
granny flats in Burkeville and Edgemere in two years from adoption 
of the 2041 OCP Update. 

 
PLN-233 6. TANDEM VEHICLE PARKING IN MULTI-FAMILY RESIDENTIAL 

UNITS 
(File Ref. No. 10-6455-00)(REDMS No. 3256854) 

  TO VIEW eREPORT CLICK HERE 

  See Page PLN-233 of the Planning agenda for full hardcopy report  

  Designated Speaker: Brian J. Jackson and Victor Wei

  STAFF RECOMMENDATION 

  (1) That staff be directed to consult with stakeholders, including Urban 
Development Institute, Greater Vancouver Home Builders 
Association, and other small townhouse builders not part of the UDI 
and GVHBA, on the following parking-related topics specific to 
multi-family residential developments: 

   (a) impacts of regulating the extent of tandem parking provided; 

   (b) minimum dimensions of parking stalls; and 
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   (c) measures to better define visibility of visitor parking; and 

  (2) That staff report back as soon as possible on the results of the 
consultation and any proposed measures to address identified 
concerns. 

 
 7. MANAGER’S REPORT 

PLN-261  IMPERIAL OIL LIMITED REMOVING PILINGS AT THE COMPANY’S 
LEASED WATERLOTS AT 3880 BAYVIEW STREET – Staff Memo 

(REDMS No. 3351759) 

 
  

ADJOURNMENT 
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Date: 

Place: 

Present: 

Absent: 

City of 
Richmond 

Planning Committee 

Wednesday, September 7, 20 11 

Anderson Room 
Richmond City Hall 

Councillor Bill McNulty, Chair 
Councillor Greg Halsey-Brandt, Vice-Chair 
COWlcillor Linda Bames (arrived at 4:25 p.m.) 
Councillor Sue Halsey-Brandt 

Councillor Harold Steves 

Minutes 

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

33}6347 

MINUTES 

It was moved and seconded 
That the minute'S of the meeting of the Planning Committee held on 
Tuesday, July 19, 2011, be adopted as circulated. 

CARRIED 

NEXT COMMITTEE MEETING DATE 

Tuesday, September 20, 201 1, (tentative date) at 4:00 p.m. in the Anderson 
Room 

PLANNING & DEVELOPMENT DEPARTMENT 

I. APPLICATION BY ABBARCH ARCHITECTURE INC. TO AMEND 
THE GENERALIZED LAND USE MAP AND THE LAND USE MAP 
TO THE EAST CAMBIE AREA PLAN OF THE RICHMOND 
OFFICIAL COMMUNITY PLAN TO DESIGNATE PREVIOUSLY 
UNDESIGNATED PORTIONS OF THEIR SITE TO "COMMERCIAL" 
AND TO REZONE 10600, 10700 CAMBIE ROAD AND PARCEL C 
(PID 026·669-404) FROM AUTO ORIENTED COMMERCIAL (CA), 
GAS & SERVICE STATIONS (CGI) & INDUSTRIAL RETAIL (IRI) 
TO AUTO ORIENTED COMMERCIAL (CA) 
(File Ref. No. 12-8060-20-8807/8808, RZ 11-56161 1) (REDMS No. 3243437) 

I . 
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Planning Committee 
Wednesday, September 7, 2011 

It was moved and seconded 
(1) That BylaK' No. 8807 to amend the Official Community Plan Bylaw 

No. 7100 to facilitate tlte use of the subject properties for AulD 
Oriented Commercial as/ollows: 

(a) Schedule 1, Attachment J (Generalized Land Use Map), 
redesignate 10600, 10700 Cambie Road and Parcel C (PID 026-
669-404)/rom "undesignated highway" to "Commercial"; and 

(b) Schedule 2.11B (East Cambie Area Plan), repeal the existing 
Land Use Map and replace it with "Schedule A attached to and 
!ormiJ'Ig part 0/ Bylaw 8807" /0 redesignate 10600, 10700 
Cambie Road and Parcel C (PID 026-669-404) to 
"Commercial"; 

be introduced and given first reading; 

(2) That By/aw No. 8807, having been considered in conjunction with: 

(a) Ihe City's Financial Plan and Capital Program; 

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

;s hereby deemed to be consistellt with said program and plans, ;n 
accordance with Section 882(3)(0) o/the Local Government Act; 

(3) That Bylaw No. 8807, having been considered in accordance witll 
OCP Bylaw Preparation Consultation Policy 5043, is hereby deemed 
not to requfre/urlher consultation; and 

(4) That Bylaw No. 8808,for th. rezoning of 10600,10700 Cambie Road 
and Parcel C (pID 026-669-404) from "Auto Oriented Commercial 
(CA), Gas & Service Stations (CGI) & Industrial Retail (lRI)" to 
"Auto Orifmted Commercial (CA)", be introduced and given first 
reading. 

CARRIED 

2. APPLICATION BY NAVJEVEN GREWAL FOR REZONING AT 
3680/3700 BLUNDELL ROAD FROM TWO-UNIT DWELLINGS (RDJ) 
TO SINGLE DETACHED (RS2/B) 
(File Ref. No. 12·8060-]0·8795, RZ t1~!577!57J) (REDMS No. ]253428) 

It was moved and seconded 
That Bylaw No. 11795, for the rezoning of 368013700 Blundell Road from 
"Two-Unit Dwellings (RDJ)" to "Single Detached (RSVB)", be introduced 
and given first reading. 

CARRIED 

2. 
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Planning Committee 
Wednesday, September 7, 2011 

3. APPLICATION BY GURJIT BAPLA FOR REZONING AT 964019660 
SEACOTE ROAD FROM SINGLE DETACHED (RSI/E) TO SINGLE 
DETACHED (RS2/B) 
(File Rc[ No. 12-806()...20-8796, RZ 11-572975) (REDMS No. 3253912) 

It was moved and seconded 
Thai Bylaw No. 8796, for tlte rezoning 0/ 964019660 Seacote Road from 
f'Single Detached (RSllEj1' to ('Single Detached (RS21B)". be introduced 
and given first feuding. 

CARRIED 

4. A PROPOSED STEVESTON VILLAGE & CANNERY ROW 
HERITAGE ARicA POLICY 
(File Rtf. No. ) (REDMS No. 3321305) 

Terry Crowe, Manager, Policy Planning, provided background infonnation. 
He advised that the proposed establislunent of a new Steveston Village and 
Cannery Row Heritage Area and Policy would enable the City to conserve 
heritage with existing plans and policies without expanding the boundaries of 
the existing Steveston Heritage Conservation Area. Mr. Crowe noted that the 
proposed Policy would create a map that clearly identifies the wide range of 
valued heritage resources in Steveston Village and adjacent areas. 

Mr. Crowe stated that the intent ofa new integrated heritage promotional area 
is to enable Council, community groups and stakeholders to better promote 
economic development and tourism in Steveston Village, including the 
waterfront from Garry Point Park to London Farm. 

Discussion ensued and Committee queried the public consultation process of 
the proposed Policy and its exact purpose. It was noted that the Steveston 
area has existing bylaws and policies that overlap the proposed Steveston 
Village and Canne:ry Row Heritage Area and Policy. 

Discussion further ensued regarding the intent of the proposed Policy and 
Committee commented that its intent needs to be clarified and communicated 
to the public. There was general agreement that the proposed Policy be 
referred back to staff for further clarification. 

Loren Slye, Richmond resident, commented that he was not aware of the 
proposed policy W:ltil the last minute and he expressed the need for improving 
the notification and consultation processes. Mr. Slye spoke of various non~ 
profit community groups focused on Steveston Village that meet regularly 
and that it would be beneficial for City staff to discuss Steveston related 
issues with these groups. He concluded by stating that he was pleased to hear 
that the Policy was to be referred back to staff. 

J. 
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Planning Committee 
Wednesday, September 7, 2011 

Bruce Rozenhart, representing the Steveston Historical Society and the new 
ad hoc Steveston Heritage Committee, stated that the Steveston Historical 
Society was not consulted regarding the proposed Policy and emphasized the 
need for consultation with community groups. He commented on the 
economical aspect of the proposed Policy and stated that any consultation 
regarding the proposed Policy should be broad and include economic-related 
community groups. 

Councillor Barnes entered the meeting (4:25 p.rn.). 

Ralph Turner, representing the Gulf of Georgia Cannery Society, echoed 
previous delegates comments and stated that he was pleased to hear that the 
proposed Policy was to be referred back to staff. 

In reply to a query from Committee, Mr. Slye noted that the Steveston 
Heritage Committee is a newly formed ad hoc Committee comprising 
representatives from several non-profit Steveston community groups. 

Discussion ensued and in reply to queries from Committee, Mr. Crowe 
advised that if the Policy were referred back to staff, (i) staff would require 
several months to plan and execute public consultations; and (ii) staff would 
comment on UNESCO designation. 

Tracy Lakeman, Chief Executive Officer, Tourism Richmond. stated that 
from a tourism perspective, she believed that there were some challenges with 
the proposed Policy. Ms. Lakeman invited City staff to meet with her 
leadership team to discuss these challenges. She commented on the need for 
more resources in Steveston Village, noting that from an economic 
development pers:pective, heritage assets need to be open more hours and 
accessible to the public. 

Dana Westermark , Oris Consulting Ltd., stated that he supports the 
preservation of Steveston, however, the proposed Policy appears to add an 
additional layer of fonnality to development in the Steveston area, an area 
currently protected by existing rules and regulations. Mr. Westerrnark was of 
the opinion that the proposed Policy was more suitable as an economic 
development po1ic:y versus a planning policy. He concluded by suggesting 
that staff consult with residents of London Landing to ensure they are well 
informed of any policy affecting their neighbourhood. 

Edith Turner, 3411 Chatham Street, stated that her home is included in the 
new area as identified in the proposed Policy. She queried the implications of 
such inclusion and. stated that the intent of the proposed Policy was confusing. 
She commented that she was pleased to hear that the proposed Policy was to 
be referred back to staff, however was concerned with the timeline of the 
referral. Ms. Turner suggested that development in Steveston be placed on 
hold until the proposed Policy is finalized. 

4. 
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Planning Committee 
Wednesday, September 7, 2011 

It was noted that the existing Steveston Vi llage Conservation Strategy is a 
regulatory heritage conservation land use policy and it enables the City to 
better identify and legally protect valued heritage resources within its 
Heritage Conservation Area. 

Graham TumbuH, Richmond resident, advised that he was the Chair of the 
Richmond Heritage Commission when the Steveston Village Conservation 
Strategy was dev,eioped. He stated that the Strategy protects assets that were 
once not protected by other regulations. Mr. Turnbull concluded by 
commenting that there is much confusion regarding the intent of the proposed 
Policy and that its intent needs to he clarified. 

As a result of the discussions, the following referral was introduced: 

It was moved and seconded 
That the proposed Policy entitled Steveston Vii/age & Cannery Row 
Heritage Area as outlined in the Attachment 1 to the staff report dated 
August 25, 2011from the General Manager, Planning and Development be 
referred back to $ta/f. 

The question on the referral was not called as discussion ensued and it was 
noted that (i) the purpose of the proposed Policy needs to be clarified; (ii) the 
name of the proposed Policy needs to be examined; (iii) public consultation 
needs to be wide ranging and include consultation with touri sm and 
economic-related groups, in particular the City's Economic Advisory 
Committee; and (iv) the consultation process for development applications in 
Steveston needs to be clarified . 

Discussion ensued regarding the consultation process and in reply to a query 
from Committee. staff indicated that it would provide a memorandum on the 
proposed Policy consultation process by the next Planning Committee 
meeting. 

Discussion further ensued and Committee emphasized the need for 
clarification and consultation with all concerned community groups. 

The question on the referral was then called and it was CARRIED. 

5. MANAGER'S REPORT 

(i) Consultation Protocols 

Discussion ensued regarding the consultation protocols and it was noted that 
the City needs to be more di ligent with ensuring adequate consultations. 
whether carried by the City or developers, take place. 

Brian Jackson, Director of Development. provided a brief outline of a typical 
consultation process. 

Committee commented that a checklist outlining these processes would be 
beneficial. 

5. 
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Planning Committee 
Wednesday, September 7, 2011 

(ii) Coach How;es 

In reply to a comment made by Committee, Joe Erceg, General Manager, 
Planning and Development, advised that coach houses that are currently being 
built have been seen by Council through the rezoning process. Mr. Erceg 
noted that a staff report regarding coach houses is forthcoming, 

ADJOURNMENT 

I t was moved and seconded 
That the meeting adjourn (5:45 p.m.). 

Councillor Bill McNulty 
Chair 

CARRIED 

Certified a true and correct copy of the 
Minutes of the meeting of the Planning 
Committee of the Council of the City of 
Richmond held on Wednesday. September 
7,2011. 

Hanieh Floujeh 
Committee Clerk 

6. 
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To: 

From: 

City of 
Richmond 

Planning Committee 

Cathryn Volkering Carlile 
General Manager - Comrnunity Services 

Report to Committee 

Date: September 1. 2011 

Fi le: 08-4057-05/2011 

Re: Housing Agreement (Oriis Developments (River Drive) Corp.) Bylaw No. 8815- to 
Secure Affordable Housing Units located in 1880 No.4 Road and 10071, 10091, 
10111,10131,10151,10:111 River Drive. 

Staff Recommendation 

That Bylaw No. 8815 be introduced and given first, second, and third readings to permit the City. 
once Bylaw No. 88 15 has been adopted, 10 enter into a Housing Agreement substantially in the 
form attached hereto, in accordance with the requirements of s. 905 of the Local Government 
Act, to secure the Affordable llousing Units required by Rezoning Application No. 07-380169. 

P-li~ 
Cathryn Volkcring Carli le 
General Manager - Community Services 
(604-276-4068) 

Att.2 

FOR ORIGINATING DEPARTMENT USE ONLY 

ROUTED To: CONCURRENCE CONCURRENCE OF GENERAL MANAGER 

Law .......... .... .... .. ...... .. .... .......... .. . .. .... . ~D ~~~ 
Development Applications .. .. .. .. .. y NO -..... . .. .. 

REVIEWED BY TAG 

~[lJ 
NO REVIEWED BY CAD & NO 

D 6" D 

33)26 14 
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September I, 2011 - 2 -

Staff Report 

Origin 

The purpose of this report is to recommend Council adoption of a I-lousing Agreement Bylaw 
(Bylaw No. 8815, attached) to secure: 65 affordable housing units in a proposed development a1 
18S0No. 4 Road and 10071 , 10091 , 10111 , 10131 , 10 151, 10311 River Drive. 

The report and bylaw are consistent with Council's adopted tenn goal: 

Improve the effectiveness a/the delivery oj social services in the City through the 
development and implementation ala Social and Community Services Strategy that 
includes ..... increased social hoUSing, implementation of the campus a/cure concept und 
an emergency shelter for women .. 

Oris Developments (River Drive) Corp. has applied to rezone 1880 No.4 Road and 10071 , 
10091 , 10 Ill , 10131, 10151 , 10311 River Drivcfrom Neighbourhood Residential to Mixed Use 
to develop approximate ly 1,026 dwel li ng units including: 873 apartment units. 82 townhouses, 
six (6) live/work units, and 65 affordable rental housing units with 1,700 parking stalls and 4,109 
1112 of commercial space. 

This rezoning application received st::colld and third reading at Public Hearing on September 9. 
2009. Execution of the HOllsing Agn::ement is a rezoning consideration of the Oris Developments 
(River Drive) Corp. application. 

The affordable housing units will have a total combined habitable area of at least 5% of the 
residential FAR pennitted (minimum 4,242 m2 or 45,680 ftz combined habitable area) to be 
provided in the first development phase. 

Since the Public Hearing, the applical1lt' s architec.t has refined the development's design and has 
agreed to provide 65 affordable housing units in perpetuity secured by a Housing Agreement and 
Housing Covenant. They consist of: eleven studio units, twe-nty-two one-bedroom units, twenty
eighl two bedroom units, and four thn!e bedroom unit.;; in one building: 

The Local Government Ael. Section 905, states that a local government may, by bylaw, enter into 
a Housing Agreement to secure affordable housing units. The proposed Housing Agreement 
Bylaw for the subject Oris Developments (River Drive) Corp. development (Bylaw 88l5) is 
presented in Attachment 1. It is recommended that the Bylaw be introduced and given first, 
second, and third readings. Following adoption of the Bylaw, the City will be able to execute the 
I-lousing Agreement and arrange for notice orthe agreement to be tiled in the Land Title Office. 
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September I, 20 I I 
, - , -

Analysis 

As noted, the subject rezoning application involves the development of 65 affordable residential 
apartment units, including: eleven studio units, twenty-two one-bedroom units, tw"enty-eight two 
bedroom Wlits, and four three bedroom units in one building. 

The applicant has agreed to register notice of the Housing Agreement on title to secure the 6S 
affordable rental units. The Housing Agreement restricts the annual household incomes for 
eligible occupants and specifies that the units must be made available at low end market rates in 
perpetuity. The agreement also includes provisions for annual adjustment of the maximLUll 
annual household incomes and the rental rates. The applicant has agreed to the tenns and 
conditions of the attached Housing A.greement (Attachment 2). 

Financial Impact 

Administration of this Housing Agreement will be covered by existing City resources. Should 
the owner breach the· Housing Agreement, additional resources may be required which would be 
funded through the Affordable Housj~ng Reserve Funds. 

Conclusion 

In accordance with the Local Government Act (Section 905), adoption of Bylaw No. 8815 is 
required to permit the City to enter into a Housing Agreement to secure 65 low end market rental 
units that are proposed in association with Rezoning Application No. 07-380 169. 

It is thus recorrunended that first, second, and third reading be given to Bylaw No. 8815. 

Dena Kae Beno 
Affordable Housing Coordinator 
(604) 247-4946 

I Attachment I 
Attachment 2 

I Bylaw No. 88t5 
Housin A eement 

Doc # 3352863 
Doc 11 3352687 v 2 
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Attachment 1 

City of 
Richmond Bylaw 8815 

Housing Agreement (1880 INo. 4 Road and 10071, 10091, 10111, 10131, 
10151 ,103111 River Drive) Bylaw No. 8815 

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 fonn set out as Schedule A to this Bylaw, with the 
owner of the land legally described as: 

No PID LOT 2 SECTIONS 14 AND 23 BLOCK 5 NORTH 

RANGE 6 WEST NWD PLAN EPP __ _ 

2. This Bylaw is cited as ""Housing Agreement .(1880 No.4 Road and 10071, 10091, 
10111,10131,10151,10311 River Drive) Bylaw No. 8815''''. 

FIRST READfNG CITY OF 
IUCIiMDND 

APPROVED 

'O'~:' V".., ,nat \I k ;r" pl. 
" 

SECOND READfNG 

THIRD READING 
~PPROVED 

10I'1'"IIa1i1y 
I>y $oliei.o, 

@ 
ADOPTED 

MAYOR CORPORATE OFFICER 

3352863 
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Schedule A 

To Housing Agreement (1880 No.4 Road and 1007 1, 10091,10111 , 10131, 10151 , 10311 River 
Drive) Bylaw No. 88 15 

HOUSING AGREEMENT BETWEEN ORIS DEVELOPMENTS (RIVER DRIVE) CORP. 
AND CITY OF RICHMOND IN RELATION TO 1880 NO. 4 ROAD AND 10071, 10091, 

10 111 ,1013 1,101 51,103 11 RIVER DRIVE 



PLN - 18

HOUSING AGREEMENT 
(Section 90S Local Government Act) 

THIS AGREEMENT is dated for reference the 15t day of September, 2011. 

BETWEEN: 

AND: 

WHEREAS: 

ORIS DEVELOPMENTS (RIVER DRIVE) CORP. 
(Inc. No. BC0793399) 
a company duly incorporated under the laws of the Province of British 
Columbia and having its offices at 2010·1055 West Georgia Street 
Vancouver BC V6E 3P3 

(the "Owner" as more fully defined in section 1.1 of this 
Agreement) 

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

(the "City" as more fu lly defined in section 1.1 of this Agreement) 

Attachment 2 

A Section 905 of the Local Government Act pennits 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 fonn 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; 

8. The Owner is the registered owner of the Lands (as hereinafter defined); 

C. As a condition of approving Rezoning Application RZ 07-380169 to rezone the Lands, 
the Owner is required to register the City's standard Housing Agreement to secure at least 
sixty-five (65) Affordable Housing Units (as hereinafter defined) being constructed on 
the Lands; and 

335Z687v2 Housing Agreement (Se<:tion 905 Local Government Act) 
Ri ver [>rive 
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Page 2 

D. The Owner and the City wish to enter into this Agreement (as hereinafter defined) to 
provide the Affordable Housing Units (as hereinafter defmed) on the tenns and 
conditions set out in this Agreement. 

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 tbe City covenant and agree as fo llows: 

ARTICLE I 
DEFINITIONS AND INTERPRETATION 

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

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

(b) "Agreement" means this agreement together with all schedulcs, attachments and 
priority agreements atta.ched hereto; 

(c) "City" means the Ci ty of Richmond; 

(d) "CP]" means the All-Items Consumer Price Index for Vancouver, B.C. published 
from time to time by Statistics Canada, or its successor in funct ion; 

(e) "Daily Amount" means $100.00 per day as of January 1, 2009 adjusted annually 
thereafter by adding thl~eto an amount calculated by multiplying $100.00 by the 
percentage change in the CPI since January 1,2009, to January I 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; 

JJ52687v2 

(f) "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, auxi liary residential dwelling units, rental apartments and 
strata lots in a building strata plan and includes, where the context permits, an 
Affordable Housing Unit; 

(g) "Eligible Tenant" me<:ms a Family having a cumulative annual income of: 

(i) 

(ii) 

in respect to a bachelor unit, $31,500 or less; 

in respect to a one bedroom unit, $35,000 or less; 
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(iii) in respect to a two bedroom unit, $42,500 or less; or 

(iv) in respect to a three or mOTC bedroom unit, $51,000 or less 

provided that, commencing July I, 2010, the annual incomes set-out above shall, 
in each year thereafter, be adjusted, plus or minus, by adding or subtracting 
therefrom, as the case may be, an amount calculated that is equal to the Core 
Need Income Threshold data and/or other applicable data produced by Canada 
Mortgage Housing Corporation in the years when such data is released. 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 pCm1itted by the Residential 
Tenancy Act. In the absence of obvious error or mistake, any calculation by the 
City of an Eligible Tenant's pennitted income in any particular year shall be final 
and conclusive; 

(h) ~~Family" means: 

(i) a person; 

(ii) two or more persons related by blood, marriage or adoption; or 

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

(i) "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 registered on the _ day of __ , 2011 under 
number ___ _ 

(j) "Interpretation Act" means the Interpretation Act, R.S.B.C. 1996, Chapter 238; 

(k) "Land Title Act" mea.ns the Land Title Act, RS.B.C. 1996. Chapter 250; 

(I) "Lands" means the following lands and premises situate in the City of Richmond 
and any part, including a building or a portion of a building, into which said land 
is Subdivided: 

33S2687v2 

No PID 
Lot 2 Sections 14 and 23 Block 5 North Range 6 West New Westminster District 
Plan EPP __ _ 

(m) "Local Government Act" means the Local Government Act, R.S.B.C. 1996, 
Chapter 323; 

(n) "L TO" means the New Westminster Land Title Office or its successor; 
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(0) "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; 

(p) '-Permitted Rent" means no greater than: 

(i) $788.00 a month for a bachelor unit; 

(ii) $875.00 a month for a one bedroom unit; 

(iii) $1,063.00 a month for a two bedroom unit; and 

(iv) $1,275 .00 a month for a three (or more) bedroom unit, 

provided that, commencing July 1, 2010, the rents set-out above shall, in each 
year thereafter, be adjusted, plus or minus, by adding or subtracting therefrom, as 
the case may be, an amount calculated that is equal to the Core Need Income 
Threshold data and/o:r other applicable data produced by Canada Mortgage 
Housing Corporation in the years when such data is released. 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 pennitted by the Residential Tenancy 
Act. In the absence of obvious error or mistake, any calculation by the City of the 
Pennitted Rent in any particular year shall be final and conclusive; 

(q) "Real Estate Development Marketing Act" means the Real Estate Development 
Marketing Act, S,B.c' 2004, Chapter 41; 

(r) "Residential Tenancy Act" means the Residential Tenancy Act, S.B.C.2002, 
Chapter 78; 

(5) "Strata Property Acf" means Strata Property Act S.B.C. 1998, Chapter 43; 

(t) "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 Property Act, or 
otherwise, and include.s the creation, conversion, organization or development of 
"cooperative interests'" or "shared interest in land" as defined in the Real Estate 
Development Marketing Act; 

(u) "Tenancy Agreement" means a tenancy agreement, lease, license or other 
agreement granting rights to occupy an Affordable Housing Unit; and 

(v) "Tenant" means an occupant of an Affordable Housing Unit by way of a 
Tenancy Agreement. 
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I .2 In this Agreement: 

(a) reference to the singulaI includes a reference to the plural, and vice versa, unless 
the context requires otherwise; 

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

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

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

(e) reference to any enactment is a reference to that enactment as consolidated, 
revised, amended, fe-enacted or replaced, unless otherwise expressly provided; 

(f) the provisions of section 25 of the Interpretation Act with respect to the 
calculation of time apply; 

(g) time is of the essence; 

(h) all provisions are to be interpreted as always speaking; 

(i) 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 a:nd invitee of the party; 

(j) 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; and 

(k) where the word "including" is fo llowed by a list, the contents of the list are not 
intended to circwnscribe the generality of the expression preceding the word 
"including" . 

ARTICLE 2 
USE AND OCCUPANCY OF AFFORDABLE HOUSING UNITS 

2.1 The Owner agrees that each Affordable Housing Unit may only be used as a pennanent 
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. 

2.2 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 
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fonn (with, in the City Solicitor's discretion, such further amendments or additions as 
deemed necessary) attached as Appendix 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 am 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. 

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

ARTICLE 3 
DISPOSITION AND ACQUISITION OF AFFORDABLE HOUSING UNITS 

3.1 The Owner will not pennit an Affordable Housing Unit Tenancy Agreement to be 
subleased or assigned. 

3.2 If this Housing Agreement encumbers more than one Affordable Housing Unit, then the 
Owner may not, without the prior written consent of the City Solicitor, sen or transfer 
less than five (5) Affordable Housing Units 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 five (5) Affordab~e Housing Units. 

3.3 The Owner must not rent, Ieasl::, license or otherwise pennit 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; 

J3S2687v2 

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

(c) 

(d) 

the Owner will not require the Tenant or any pennitted occupant to pay any strata 
fees, strata property contingency reserve fees or any extra charges or fees for use 
of any com'mon property, limited common property. or other conunon areas, 
facilities or amenities, or for sanitary sewer, stonn sewer, water, other utilities, 
property or similar tax:; provided, however, 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 providing cablevision, 
telephone, other telecommunications, gas, or electricity fees, charges or rates; 

the Owner will attach a. copy of this Agreement to every Tenancy Agreement; 
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(e) the Owner wi ll include in the Tenancy Agreement a clause requiring the Tenant 
and each permitted occupant of the Affordable Housing Unit to comply with this 
Agreement; 

(f) the Owner will include in the Tenancy Agreement a clause entitling the Owner to 
tenninate the Tenancy Agreement if: 

(i) 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 section 1.1 (g) of this Agreement; 

(iii) the Affordable Housing Unit is occupied by more than the number of 
people the City's building inspector detennines 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 consecutive months 
or longer, notwithstanding the timely payment of rent; andlor 

(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 oftennination. Except for section 3.3(f)(ii) of this 
Agreement [Termination of Tenancy Agreement if Annual Income of Tenant rises 
above amount prescrlbed in section 1.1 (g) of this Agreement}, the notice of 
termination shall provide that the termination of the tenancy shall be effective 
30 days fo llowing the date of the notice of tenniflation. In respect to section 
3.3(f)(ii) of this Agreement, termination shall be effective on the day that is 6 
months following the date that the Owner provided the notice of tennination to 
the Tenant; 

(g) 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 

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

3.4 If the Owner has tcnninated 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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ARTICLE 4 
DEMOLITION OF AFFORDABLE HOUSING UNIT 

4.1 The Owner will not demolish em 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 pennit for the Affordable Housing Unit has been issued 
by the City and the Affordable Housing Unit has been demolished under that pennit. 

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 

5.1 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. 

5.2 Any strata corporation bylaw which prevents, restricts or abridges the right to use the 
Affordable Housing Units as rental accommodation will have no force and effect. 

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

5.4 No strata corporation shall pass any bylaw or approve any levies which would result in only 
the Owner or the Tenant or any other permitted occupant of an Affordable HOllsing Unit 
(and not include all the owners, tenants, or any other pennitted 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 property, limited common property or other 
common areas, fac ilities, or amenities of the strata corporation. 

5.5 The strata corporation shall not pass any bylaw or make any rule which would restrict the 
Owner or the Tenant or any other pennitted occupant of an Affordable Housing Unit from 
using and enjoying any COnIDIOn property. limited common property or other common 
areas, facilities or amenities of the strata corporation except on the same basis that governs 
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the use and enjoyment of any common property, limited common property or other corrunon 
areas, facilities or 3.!Uenities of the strata corporation by 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. 

ARTICLE 6 
DEFAULT AND REMEDIES 

6.1 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 an Affordable Housing Unit 
is used or occupied in breach of this Agreement or rented at a rate in excess of the 
Permitted Rent or the Owner is othcfVtlise in breach of any of its obligations under this 
Agreement or the Housing Covenant, the Owner will pay the Daily Amount to the City 
[or every day that the breach continues after ten (10) days written notice from the City to 
the Owner 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. 

6.2 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 

7.1 Housing Agreement 

The Owner acknowledges and agrees that: 

(a) 

(b) 

(e) 

33526117v2 

this Agreement includes a housing agreement entered into under section 905 of 
the Local Government Act; 

where an Affordable Housing Unit is a separate legal parcel the City may file 
notice of this Agreement in the L TO against title to the Affordable Housing Unit 
and, in the case of a strata corporation, may note this Agreement on the common 
property sheet; and 

where the Lands have not yet been Subdivided to create the separate parcels to be 
charged by tbis Agreement, the City may file a notice of this Agreement in the 
LTO against the title to the Lands. If this Agreement is filed it:I the LTG as a 
notice under section 90S of the Local Government Act prior to the Lands having 
been Subdivided, and it is the intention that this Agreement is, once separate legal 
parcels are created andlor the Lands are subdivided, to charge and secure only the 
legal parcels or Subdivided Lands which contain the Affordable Housing Units 
then City Solicitor slhall be entitled, without further City Council approval, 
authorization or bylaw, to partially discharge this Agreement accordingly. The 
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Owner acknowledges and agrees that notwithstanding a partial discharge of this 
Agreement, this Agreement shall be and remain in full force and effect and, but 
for the partial discharge, otherwise unamended. Further, the Owner 
acknowledges and agre'es that in the event that the Affordable Housing Unit is in a 
strata corporation, this Agreement shall remain noted on the strata corporation's 
common property sheet. 

7.2 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 ifit is signed by the City and the Owner. 

7.3 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 ~my reasonable time, subject to the notice provisions in the 
Residential Tenancy Act. Tht: 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. 

7.4 Indemnity 

The Owner will indemnify, protect 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 liabi lities, 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 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 . 

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

7.5 Release 

3352687'12 

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, 
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personal representatives, succe:ssors and assigns, from and against all claims, demands, 
damages, actions, or causes or action by reason of or arising out of or which would or 
could not occur but for the: 

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

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

7.6 Survival 

The obligations of the Owner set out m this Agreement will survIve tennination or 
discharge of this Agreement. 

7.7 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 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 905(5) of the Local Government Act will be filed on the title to the Lands; 

7.8 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 obbgation, including any duty of care or 
contractual or other leg,al duty or obligation, to enforce this Agreement; 

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

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

7.9 Agreement for Benefit of City Only 

3352687v2 

The Owner and the City agree that: 

(a) 

(b) 

this Agreement is enter·cd into only for the benefit of the City; 

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

7.10 No Public Law Duty 

Where the City is required or pennitted by this Agreement to fonn an opinion, exercise a 
discretion, express satisfaction, make a 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. 

7 .11 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 addressed: 

To: 

And to: 

Clerk, City of Richmond 
6911 No.3 Road 
Richmond, BC V6Y 2CI 

City Solicitor 
City of Richmond 
6911 No.3 Road 
Richmond, BC V6Y 2CI 

or to the most recent postal address provided in a written notice glven 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. 

7.12 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. 

7. J3 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. 

7.14 Waiver 

3352687 \.'2 

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 
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any or all remedies will not prevent the later exercise of any remedy for the same breach 
or any similar or different brea(;h. 

7.15 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 ,md 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 
shaH, to the ex tent necessary to resolve such conflict, prevail. 

7.16 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. 

7.17 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 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. 

7. 18 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. 

7. 19 Limitation 00 Owner's Oblig:ations 

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. 

7.20 No Joint Venture 

3352687v2 

Nothing in this Agreement will constitute the Owner as the agent, joint venturer, or 
partner of the Ci ty or give the Owner any authority to bind the City in any way. 
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7.21 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. 

7.22 Deed and Contract 

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

7.23 Joint and Several 

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

IN WITNESS WHEREOF the parties hereto have executed this Agreement as of the 
day and year first above written. 

ORIS DEVELOPMENTS (RIVER DRIVE) CORP. 
by its authorized signatories: 

Per: __________ _ 

Per: __________ _ 

CITY OF RICHMOND 
by its authorized signatories: 

Per: 

33S2(i87v2 

CITY OF 
RlCHMOND 
APPROVED 
for COO1ar\ b)' 
<><ig;~;nl .. 

APPROVED 
fo< Iq;al;'y 
b)'Soh"ilOf 

DATE Of 
COUNCIL 

APPROVAL 
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Appendix A to the Housing Agreement 

STATUTORY DECLARATION 

CANADA 

PROVINCE OF BRITISH COLUMHIA 

) 
) 
) 
) 

IN THE MATTER OF A 
HOUSING AGREEMENT WITH 
THE CITY OF RICHMOND 
("Housing Agreement") 

TO WIT: 

I, ;---;-;;-;--;---:-______ of ____________ • British Columbia, do 
solemnly declare that: 

J. 1 am the owner or authorized signatory of the owner of (the 
"Affordable Housing Unit"), and make this declaration to the best of my personal 
knowledge. 

2. This declaration is made pursuant to the Housing Agreement in respect of the Affordable 
Housing Unit. 

3. For the period from to the 
Affordable Housing Unit was occupied only by the Eligible Tenants (as defined in the 
Housing Agreement) whose names and current addresses and whose employer's names 
and current addresses appear below: 

[Names, addresses and phone numbers of Eligible Tenants and their employer(s)]: 

4. The rent charged each month for the Affordable Housing Unit is as follows: 

(a) the monthly rent on the date 365 days before this date of this statutory declaration: 
$ per month; 

(b) the rent on the date of this statutory declaration: $, ___ __ ; and 

(c) the proposed or actual rent that will be payable on the date that is 90 days after the 
date of this statutory dedaration: $, _ _ ___ _ 

5. I acknowledge and agree to comply with the Owner's obligations under the Housing 
Agreement, and other charges in favour of the City noted or registered in the Land Title 

3352687v2 Housing Agreement (Section 905 Local Government Act) 
River Drive 
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Office against the land on which the Affordable Housing Unit is situated and confirm that 
the Owner has complied with the Owner's obligations under the Housing Agreement. 

6. I 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 pursuant to the Canada 
Evidence Act. 

DECLARED BEFORE ME at the City of ) 
Richmond, in the Province of British Columbia, ) 
this day of , 2011. ) 

) 
) 
) 

A Commissioner for Taking Affidavits in the ) 
Province of British Columbia ) 

3352687v2 

DECLARANT 

Housing Agreement (Section 905 Local (JQvemment Act) 
River Drive 



PLN - 34

Page 17 

PRIORITY AGREEMENT 

In respect to a Housing Agreement (the "Housing Agreement") made pursuant to section 905 of 
the of the Local Government Act between the City of Richmond and ORIS DEVELOPMENTS 
(RIVER DRlVE) CORP. in respect to the lands and premises legally known and described as 
No PID Lot 2 Sections 14 and 23 Block 5 North Range 6 West New Westminster District Plan 
EPP (the "Lands"). 

BANK OF MONTREAL (the "Chargeholder") is the holder of a Mortgage and Assignment of 
Rents encumbering the Lands which Mortgage and Assignment of Rents were registered in the 
Lower Mainland LTO under numbers CA1957380 and CA1957381, respectively, (the "Bank 
Charges"). 

The Chargeholder, being the holder of the Bank Charges, by signing below, in consideration of 
the payment of Ten Dollars ($10.00) and other good and valuable consideration (the receipt and 
sufficiency of which is hereby acknowledged and agreed to by the Chargeholder) hereby 
consents to the granting of the Housing Agreement and hereby covenants that the Housing 
Agreement shall bind the Bank Charges in the Lands and shall rank in priority upon the Lands 
over the Bank Charges as if the Housing Agreement had been signed, sealed and delivered and 
noted on title to the Lands prior to the Bank Charges and prior to the advance of any monies 
pursuant to the Bank Charges The grant of priority is irrevocable, unqualified and without 
reservation or limi tation. 

BANK OF MONTREAL 
by its authorized signatories: 

Per: __________ _ 

Per: __________ _ 

33S2687v2 Housing Agreement (Section 905 Local Government Act) 
River ])rive 
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To: 

From: 

City of Richmond 

Planning Committee 

Brian J. Jackson, MGI P 
Director of Development 

Report to Committee 

Date: 

Fi le: 

August 31, 2011 

RZ 11-563568 

Re: AM-PRI CONSTRUCTION LTD. has applied to the City of Richmond for 
permission to amendl t he Mclennan South Sub-Area Plan Circulation Map 
and to rezone 7691, 7'711 and 7731 Bridge Street from " Single Detached 
(RS1/F)" to "Medium Density Townhouses (RTM2)" in order to develop a 34 
unit townhouse development 

Staff Recommendation 

I. That Richmond Official Community Plan Bylaw 7100 Amendment Bylaw No. 8803 
proposing to repeal the Circulation Map of Schedule 2. 1 OD (McLennan South Sub-Area 
Plan) and rep lacing it with "Schedule A attached to and forming part of Bylaw 8803", to 
change the road type of Keefer Avenue between Armstrong Street and Bridge Street from 
" Local" to "Trail/Walkway" be introduced and given First Reading; 

2. That Bylaw No. 8803 , having bej~n considered in conjunction with: 
• the City's Financial Plan and Capital Program; 
• the Greater Vancouver Regional District Solid Waste and Liquid Waste Management 

Plans; 

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

3. That Bylaw No. 8803 having been considered in accordance with the City Policy on 
Consultation During OCP Development, is hereby deemed not to require further 
consul tation; 

4. That Bylaw No. 8804 to rezone 7691, 771 1 and 773 1 Bridge Street from "Single Detached, 
(RSI /F)" to "Medium Density Townhouses (RTM2)", be introduced and given fi rst reading. 

Brian . Jackson, MeIP 
Director of Development 
(604-276-4 138) 

FOR ORIGINATING DEPARTMENT USE ONLY 

ROUTED To: iCONCURRENCE CONeUR~:~~ANAGER 
Affordable Housing ......... ... .. .. ... ... ... . .. .. .. .. Y ~ 0 
Transportation .............. ...... .. .. ...... .. ...... .. .. Y N 0 // / Poliev Plan nina ............... .... ............. ........ Y kl'N 0 

I 
3216547 
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Staff Report 

Origin 

Am-Pri Construction Ltd. has applied to rezone 7691, 77 I 1 and 7731 Bridge Street 
(Attachment I) ITom "Single Detached, (RS I IF)" to "Medium Density Townhouses (RTM2)" to 
pencil the construction of34 residential townhouse units (Attachment 2). 

This rezoning application will require an amendment to the OCP - McLennan South Sub-Area 
Plan to amend the Circulation Map. Details arc outl ined in this report. 

Findings Of Fact 

Please refer to the attached Development Application Data Sheet (Attachment 3) fo r a 
comparison of the proposed development data with the relevant Bylaw requirements. 

Surrounding Development 

To the North: At 767 I Bridge Street, a Single Detached Dwelling on land zoned "Single 
Detached (RSIIF)". 

To the East: Across Bridge Street, a 32 unit, three storey Townhouse complex at 9688 Keefer 
Avenue on land zoned "Town Housing (2T50) - South Mclennan (City Centre)". 

To the South: A 22 unit, two and three storey Townhouse complex at 7771 Bridge Street on 
land zoned "Town Housing (ZT60) - North McLennan (City Centre)" . 

To the West: A 29 unit, two and three storey Townhouse complex at 7788 Ash Street on land 
zoned Town Housing (ZTI6) - South McLennan and St. Albans Sub-Area (City 
Centre),' . 

Related Policies and Studies 

Official Community Plan 

OCP designation: City Centre Area, McLennan South Sub-Area Plan, Schedule 2.1 OD. 

McLennan South Sub-Area Plan. Schedule 2. IOD 

• Residential,2 Yz - stories typical (3 stories maximwn), predominately Triplex, Duplex 
Single Family. 0.55 base FAR (Attachment 6). 

Affordable Housing Strategy 
The applicant has volunteered to make a contribution to the Affordable Housing Strategy reserve 
fund. Details are provided later in this report. 

Floodplain Management Implementation Strategy 
In accordance with the City' s Flood Management Strategy, the minimum allowable elevation for 
habitable space is 2.9 m GSC or 0.3 m above the highest crown of the adjacent road. A Flood 
Indemnity Covenant is to be registered on title prior to final adoption. 

OCP Aircrafi Noise Sensitive Development fANSDJ Policy 
The subject site is not located within the ANSD policy area and is not subject to noise mitigation 
measures and the registration of an Aircraft Noise Sensitive Use Restrictive Covenant 

3216S47 
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Public Input 

A notice board is posted on the subject property to notify the public of the proposed development 
and staff did have a meeting with the owner of the adjacent property to the north at 7671 Bridge 
Street to review the proposal, but no comments have been received from neither this owner or 
from the pUblic. 

Should this application receive first reading, a public hearing will be scheduled. 

Staff Comments 

A preliminary Site Plan is attached for re fe rence (Attachment 2). Separate from the rezoning 
process, the applicant is required to submit separate applications for Development Pennit, 
Servicing Agreement and Building Pennit. 

Analysis 

The analysis is set out in two parts to clarify the proposed OCP and Rezoning Bylaws. 

PART 1 - OFFICIAL COMMUNITY PLAN (OCP) AMENDMENT TO THE McLENNAN SOUTH SUB
AREA PLAN (SCHEDULE 2.100) CIRCULATION MAP (BYLAW No. 8803) 

The amendment to the ocr is to change the Circulation Map within the McLennan South Sub
Area Plan to change a portion of Ket:fer Avenue from "Local' to 'Trail/Walkway' in order to 
facilitate this rezoning application (RZ 11-563568). The McLennan South Sub-Area Plan 
introduces Keefer Avenue as one Oflhc new internal ring roads to allow easier vehicle access 
from existing roads such as Bridge Street and Ash Street, to allow access to new single family 
lots and townhouse developments the Sub-Area Plan envisions. The circulation map within the 
McLennan South Sub-Area Plan currently shows this section of Keefer Avenue connecting 
Bridge Street and Annstrong Street as a local road (Attachment 4). 

To make the physical connection between Armstrong Street and Bridge Street a reality, Keefer 
Avenue would require a large amount or land that would encompass the entire property at 769 1 
Bridge Street and a large part of the rear yard of 7671 Bridge Street to connect the north-south 
Armstrong Street to the east-west Keefer Avenue (shown in the hatched area of Attachment 5). 

Objection to this concept was raised during the rev iew of a recent rezoning appl ication (RZ 09-
504342) which created a seven (7) lot single family subdivision at 7700 and 7720 Ash Street, 
located directly north and west of the subject site (Attachment 5). Consultation with some of 
the affected property owners to the east questioned the need to have the connecting road from 
Armstrong Street to Bridge Street. Upon hearing these concerns, the City studied the need for 
this vehicle route and the impact of removing this section of road and determined the ring road 
design for this part of the neighbourhood was less important to the area than once thought, as 
alternate vehicular connection was established via Breden A venue to the north. Instead of 
s imply removing the road entirel y, staff still wanted to ensure public movement and access 
between the two streets. 

The result of this consultation is to change the road designation connecting Annstrong Street to 
Bridge Street from a local road to a public walkway that would run along the northern edge of 
the subject site. As thi s walkway would not allow access to vehicle traffic, an alternative was 
presented to Planning Comm ittee at the time the seven (7) lot subdivision was presented, that 
would create a cui-de-sac at the southern end of Armstrong Street. This would allow access to 
the future lots that can be created at the rear of 7651 and 7671 Bridge Street upon receipt of a 
rezoning application. As typically requested for all applicants who wish to rezone their property 
!2 16S47 
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on this block, a 9.0 meter land dedication for the continuation of Annstrong Street is a 
requirement of rezoning and the cul-de-sac is to fit within the dedicated area (Attacbment 6). 

The introduction of this walkway would: 

I. Reallocate the land that would have been dedicated for road and become available for 
development; 

2. Encourage public pedestrian movement between these two streets; and 

3 . Reduce the amount of pavement required from the City's road standards. 

The implementation of this walkway is to register a six (6) meter wide Public-Right-o f .. Passage 
Right-of-Way (PROP ROW) covenant along the entire northern edge of lhe subject site. The 
applicant is will ing to work with City Staff to provide a design of the walkway during the 
Development Permit stage that will provide a pleasant walking experience along the entire 
walkway, with the intent they will also construct it. 

While the intent of the walkway is to prov ide circulation between Annstrong Street and Bridge 
Street, direct access to Armstrong Street will be restricted at this time as the intended point of 
entry to the walkway is private property. While the units fronti ng the walkway will have direct 
access to Bridge Street v ia the walkway, complete through access to Annstrong Street will not be 
possible until the property directly to the north is ready to rezone . At that time, the City is in a 
position to require a land dedication for the purpose of a cul·de-sac at the south end of 
Annstrong Street, which will provid(! the access point needed to complete the wal kway 
connection to Bridge Street. 

Because the PROP ROW will onl y benefi t the townhouse development until the time the 
property to the north dedicates the land and constructs the cui-dc-sac and opens up the pathway 
to Annstrong Street, the maintenance of thc ROW - including all hard surfaces and soft 
landscaping - will be the responsibility of the future strata, until the time when the cul-de-sac to 
the north is complete and placed on the maintenance period when the City will take over the 
maintenance of the hard surface of the main path and the strata will maintain the soft landscaping 
on each side of the main path and the walkways connecting the main path to the individual uni ts 
fronting the walkway. 

While the idea of amending this portion of Keefer Avenue from a road to a walkway was 
introduced at the time the seven (7) lot subdivision was brought fOfW'ard to Planning Committee, 
the timing of this OCP amendment is because the change affects the subject site of trus rezoning 
application and not the land assembly of the subdivision. To do so earlier would have been 
premature . 

PART 2 - PROPOSED REZONING AT 7691, 7711 and 7731 BRIDGE STREET (BYLAW No. 8804) 

Proposed Zoning to Medium Density Townhouses (RTM2) 

The proposed rezoning from "Single Detached (RSl/F)" to "Medi um Density Townhouses 
(RTM2)" represents an increase in de nsity which is consistent with the land use designation 
within the McLennan South Sub-Are:a Plan in facilitating the transformation from a 
predominately single-family neighbourhood toward a higher density neighbourhood through the 
creation of more single fami ly lots, apartment and townhouse buildings. 

The proposed increase in density from a 0.55 FAR base to the proposed 0.65 FAR is an 
appropriate density for a s ite of thi s s ize and is supported through a voluntary contribution to the 
affordable housing reserve fund, local road improvements for Bridge Street, retention of a 
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healthy Douglas Fir tree and through the registration of a Public Access ROW along the northern 
edge of the property, including the construction of a landscaped publ ic pathway within this 
ROW, This pathway is a requirement as outlined in the OCP amendment section of this report. 
The proposed site plan confonns to the regulations of the RTM2 zone with the exception of the 
side yard setback along the southern <edge of the property and tandem parking configurations 
which will be addressed in the upcoming Development Permit application. Transportation staff 
have made the applicant aware they are conducting a review of tandem parking arrangements in 
townhouse developments but did not raise any concerns to the proposed tandem parking 
arrangements. 

Proposed Site Assembly and Site Design 

The applicant was able to acquire these three sites to facilitate this 34 unit townhouse proposal. 
The land area of this assembly meets the minimum land area requirement of the neighbourhood 
plan for a townhouse development, and therefore no additional site acquisitions are needed. 

In lieu of the section of Keefer Avenue that would provide a vehicle connection between 
Armstrong Street and Bridge Street, tbe applicant is to register a six (6) meter wide Public-Right
of-Passage Right-oF-Way (pROP ROW) along the entire northern edge of the property. The 
PROP ROW will consist ofa landsca.ped pedestrian orientated throughway with a paved path to 
not only enable the connection of Annstrong Street with Bridge Street but will also act as the 
main pedestrian access points to the townhouse units along the northern part of the site. 

As shown in Attachment 2, the main access to the site is from Bridge Street with the outdoor 
amenity area immediately to the righlt as one enters the site. The units are arranged in four and 
five unit building clusters and the ind.ividual units take advantage of addressing Bridge Street and 
the PROP ROW. The building c1uswr arrangement was designed to minimize the amount of 
pavement used to allow vehicle parking in the se lf-contained garages. The location ofthe 
outdoor amenity takes advantage of an existing and healthy Douglas Fir tree which will be 
retained and incorporated in the landscapc design of the complex. More information as to the 
design of the site will be provided in the forthcoming Development Permit. 

Design 

The three-storey proposal meets the intent of the neighbourhood plan. Information on fayade 
materials will be available when the applicant makes their application for Development Permit. 
A more detailed analysis regarding the [onn and character of the proposal will be conducted 
during that same process. 

Also through the Development Permit process, the applicant will be identifying what unites) wi ll 
be identified for easy conversion for Universal Access. 

Transportation and Site Access 

Vehicular access to and from the site is proposed from Bridge Street, with the internal drive-aisle 
routed down the centTe of the site (Alttaebrnent 2). The entrance is visuaUy softened by ihe 
outdoor amenity area, located by the entry on the northern side of the internal drive aisle. The 
drive aisle runs in a predominately east to west direction to access the units along the northern 
side before turning into the north to south aisles to access the remaining units. Manoeuvrability 
within the site supports larger vehicks through the use of comer cuts at all the internal 
intersections. 

Pedestrian access to the site is through the same access point of the site as the vehicles. Roughly 
half of the units proposed allow pedestrian access from eitber the Bridge Street frontage or the 

32 16547 
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PROP ROW along the northern edge" The remaining units rely on the internal drive aisle to 
access their units, the applicant is to demonstrate how pedestrians will be able to safe ly navigate 
between the units and the main access po int but also to the on-site amenities. 

Parking 

The submitted proposal meets the number of off-street parking stalls required by the Off-Street 
Parking and Loading requirements of Zoning Bylaw 8500. A total of seventy-four (74) stall s are 
being proposed with sixty-seven (67) proposed for residents (with one unit having only one 
space) and seven (7) visitor stalls. A variance will be required at the Development Permit stage 
to allow the proposed tandem parking. A restrictive covenant to prevent conversion of tandem 
parking garages to habitable floor space will be secured at the Development Permit stage. 

A total of seven (7) visitor parking stalls are proposed and are scattered throughout the site for 
convenient access to the units. One visitor stall is to be designed and designated for wheelchair 
accessibility. 

Trees 

An Arborist Report and site survey (Attachment 7) was submitted to assess the existing trees on 
the site for possible retention of existing trees. 

A detailed site review was conducted by City staff which identified that of the 36 trees on-site, 
30 are in poor condition andlor located within the development area and will need to be 
removed. Of the remaining, five (5) that are listed in moderate to good health and are good 
candidates for retention, including a noteworthy Douglas Fir located within the proposed outdoor 
amenity area, and one ( I) other tree is a candidate for re location within the site. 

Tree Summary Table 

Number of Tree Tree 
Item Trees 

Compensation Compensation Comments 
Rate Required 

Total On Site Trees 36 - - -

To be removed. due 10 conflicts wilh 
To be removed due to 

30 2:1 60 
proposed building locations. flood 

poor health bylaw requirements and poor health 
or structure of the trees. 

Applicant to incorporate them inlo 
Trees for retention 5 - - the landscape plan as part of the 

DP. 

Trees for relocation 
1 within the site - - -

Of the 30 trees that are to be removed, they would need to be replaced in accordance with the 
City ' s 2 for I replacement po licy. A review of the new tree plantings will be conducted at the 
Development Permit stage where it will be determined if the number of trees proposed on the 
submitted landscape drawings meet the replacement requirements. If not, a cash-in-lieu of the 
shortfall can be applied to allow the City to plant trees where needed. 

Amenity Space 

The applicant will be providing an outdoor amenity space, which is located to the north of the 
main vehicle entrance to the complex, just east of Building I (Attachment 2) . The space is 
intended for a children' s play area, as well as open spaces and benches for sitting. A more 
detailed review will be conducted at the Development Pennit stage when landscaping drawings 
3216547 
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will be submitted with more detailed information, including how the retained and relocated trees 
- including the noteworthy Douglas Fir tree and play equipment - are to he incorporated into the 
design of the outdoor amenity area. 

Na indoor amenity space is being proposed, but 'as per po licy. a voluntary cash-in-lieu 
contribution 0£$49,000.00 will be collected prior to final adoption of this app lication. 

Affordable Housing 

The applicant will be making a voluntary cash contribution to the affordable housing reserve 
fund in accordance with the City's Affordable Housing Strategy. 

With respect to townhouse developments, the applicant has agreed to a vo luntary contribution of 
$2.00 per allowable square foot based on the FAR of the zone. In this situation, the amount 
comes to $74,297.00 and is payable prior to the adoption of this rezoning application. 

Public Art 

In response to the City's commitment to the provision of Public Art, the deve loper is considering 
providing a piece of public art to the site. Another option is for the developer to provide a 
voluntary contribution at a rate of $0. 75/ft2 based on the maximum floor area ratio (0.65 FAR) 
that can be built . This amount comes to $27,862.00 for the entire project and is payable prior to 
the adoption of the rezoning application. Should the applicant choose to proceed with the 
provision of a piece of public art, they will need to contac t the City' s Public Art Coordinator to 
initiate the process. 

Utilities and Site Servicing 

A site servicing review has been conducted by the applicant's Engineering consultant and 
reviewed by the City's Engineering Department. The applicant has been notified of the 
fo llowing comments: 
• No upgrades are required for th is project in regards to Storm Sewer Capacity; 
• A latecomer payment associated with stonn sewer works on Bridge Street; 
• No upgrades are required for this project in regards to Sanitary Sewer Capacity; 
• Water analysis is not required to detennine upgrades to achieve minimum requirements; and 
• Submit fire flow calculations to meet the City's requirements at the time of applying for 

Bui lding Pennit. 

Servicing Agreement 

The applicant is to enter into a separate servicing agreement prior to rezoning adoption. Works 
include, but not limited to: 

• Registrat ion ofa 6.0 meter wide PROP ROW along the northern property line of the subject 
site . 

• Design of the PROP ROW to include the width of the path and the proposed paving 
materials. 

• Frontage improvements for B ridge Street to include from the eastern property line of the 
subject site, 1.75 meter wide sidewalk, 2.5 meter wide grassed and treed boulevard, curb and 
gutter, and extend existing road improvements to match the townhouse complex at 
9688 Keefer Avenue done through SA 09-468973. 

3216547 
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Development Pennit 

A separate Development Permit apphcation will be rcquired with a specific landscaping plan to 
include the following: 

I. Design of the outdoor amenity area, including the play area. 
2. Landscaped design of the public walkway along the northern edge of the property to be 

designed and constructed by the applicant. 
3. Overall appropriateness ofth(: landscaping plan. 
4. Manoeuvrability of larger vehicles (SU~9) within the site. 
5. Fonn and Character of the townhouse units, including design features in highly visible 

sections and how they address adjacent properties. 
6. Provide a sense of territory for pedestrian use and movement within the site. 
7. Identify unites) to allow easy conversion for Universal access. 

Financial Impact 

None. 

Conclusion 

The amendment to the OCP to alter the identification of the affected portion of Keefer Avenue 
wi thin the Circulation Map of the Mclennan South Sub-Area Plan from Local to TraiVWalkway 
is supported by Transportation and will increase the pedestrian movement. The proposed 34 unit 
townhouse rezoning meets the requirements of the OCP as well as the zoning requirements set 
out in the "Medium Density Townho'uses (RTM2)" zone for the McLennan South 
neighbourhood plan. Staff contend th at the design requirements meet the character of the 
neighbourhood and are confident the outstanding conditions will be met prior to final adoption. 

Staff recommends that both these Bylaws relating to rezoning application RZ 11-563568 proceed 
to first reading. 

~~~?=~. 
David Johnson 
Planner 2 
(604-276-4193) 
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City of Richmond 
6911 NO.3 Road 
Richmond, Be V6Y 2el 
www.richmond.ca 
604·276-4000 

RZ 11-563568 

ATTACHMENT 3 

Development Application 
Data Sheet 

Address: 7691 . 7711 and 773'1 Bridge Sireet 

Am-Pri Construction Ltd. Applicant 
Planning 
Area(s) : City Centre - McLennan South Sub-Area (Schedule 2.1 aD) 

Existin Proposed 
7691 Bridge Street 

Civic Address: 7711 Bridge Street To 8e Determined 
7731 Bridge Street 

Owner or Applicant: Am-Pri Construction Ltd . No Change 
Site Size (m : 5,309.Sm2 No Chanae 
land Uses: Sinale-Familv Townhouse Residential 

Residential , 2 % storeys typical 
(3 storeys maximum) 

OCP Area Plan Designation: p redominately Triplex, Duplex, No Change 
Single-Family 

0.55 base FAR. 

Medium Density Townhouses 
(RTM2) 

Residential Sing le Detached, 
Zoning: Subdivision F Permits Townhouses at 0.65 

(RS1IF) FAR. with a contribution to 
the Affordable Housing reserve 

Fund 

Number of Units: 1 Single-Family Dwelling per lot 
34 Townhouse Units on a 

consolidated lot. 

Density (FAR): none permitted 
= 

Lot Coverage - Bu ild ing: 40% Max. 40% none 

Lot Width (Min.): 30.0m 57.6m none 

Lot Depth (Min.): 3S.0m 92.2m none 

Lot Size (Min.): No requirements 5,309.5ml none 

3216547 
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none 

3.0m Min. 4.5m none 

3.0m Min. B.Om none 

3.0m Min. 1.5m Requ ired 

Height: 10.8m none 

Minimum off-street Parking 
i plus 

Requ irements: 7 Visitor none 

Required 

Tandem Parking Spaces: 
No tandem parking for 33 units x 2 tandem stalls for 

townhouses = 66 spaces townhouse 
I 

70 
Cash-in-lieu payment of Amenity Space -Indoor: or none 

Ii 
$49,000.00 

Amenity Space - Outdoor: i i 
272.2m2 none 

3216547 



PLN - 48

Circulation Map [ByI,w07" 2O"""~"J 

33517&6 

D 

ATTACHMENT 4 

Access from local 
roads 

~ Consolidated 
driveways, lanes or 
access from new 
local roads 

mJ Consolidated 
driveways or lanes. 
or collectors to 
NO.4 Road 
depending on final 
parcel sizes 

_ Arterial 

••••• Collector 

_Local 

_ TrailMialKway 

~ Major Entryl 
Exit Points 
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COMPOSITE PLAN OF PART OF SECTlON 15 BLOCK 4 NORTH 
RANGE 6 WEST NEW WESTMINSTER DISTRICT 
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LOT 46 SECnON 15 BLOCK 4 NORTH RANGE 6 WEST NEW WESTMINSTER DISTRICT PLAN :56238 

LOT 47 SECnON 15 BLOCK 4 NORTH RANGE 6 WEST NEW WESTMINSTER DISTRICT PLAN 36238 
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ATTACHMENT 7 

City of Richmond 

Land Use Map 

PARK • . .' •••••• 

~ Residential , Townhouse up to 
~ 3 storeys over 1 parking level, 

Triplex, Duplex, Single-Family 
0,75 base FA R. 

t ":'<1 Residential , Historic 
7, . - " , Single-Family, 2 Yo storeys 

maximum 0.55 base F.A.R, Lot size 
along Bridge and Ash Streets: 

• • •• TraliJINalkway 

~ Residential , 2 Y. storeys 
~ typical (3 sloreys maximum) 

Townhouse. Trip leK, DupleK. 
Single-Family 
0.60 base FAR. 

F7777A Residential, 2 '!. stOnt}'s 
t:'LLLL.d typical (3 storeys maximum), 

predominantly Triplex, Duplex, 
Single-Family 
0.55 base F .A.R. 

• large-sized lots (e.g. 18 ml59 ft. 
min. frontage and 550 m2( 
5,920 tr min. area) 

Elsewhere: 
• Medium-sized lots (e.g. 11 .3 mI 

37 ft, min. frontage and 320 m2/ 

3,444 tr min. area). with access 
from new roads and General 
Currie Road; 

Provided that the corner lot shall be 
considered to front the snorter of its 
!Wo boundaries regardless of the 
orientation of the dwelling. 

C Church 

P Neighbourhood Pub 

Note: Sills Avenue, Le Chow Street, Keefer Avenue, and Tumill Street are commonly referred to as the 
"ring road". 

Original Adoption ~ May 12. [9961 Pion Adoption: Fcbruory 16. 2004 
.l21ft~N 

McLcnnlln South Sub-Area Plan 42 
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N #6799 

--N1 
'?'-/ 

. . #6800 

Appendix 2 
Arborist Site Plan 
(REVISION 3.0) 

--- ----- -----v 

TPZ # 31 k8~YWr ~-J r\ 
Remove existing understory 
vegetation In TPZ #3 using ----r 
hand tools during site 
demolition 

TPZ#2 

-rv '&l!!" 
1Z-~cvGD /"1"'(1'. ) 

I , 

-----~ 

16788 

1 
f ., 

with excavator during site 
lolitlon 

. ---
-

Arbonst Notes & Annotations by VanArbor, August 15, 2011 

o Trees proposed for on-site preservation (5 trees: # 6793, 6811, 6812, 6813, 6816) 
o Trees proposed for transplant(l tree: # 6815) 
.. Tree removal symbol; Tree proposed to be removed: (30 trees) 

Site Plan Layout by Yamamoto Architects Inc. 
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Condiitional Zoning Requirements 
7691, 771 1 and 7731 Bridge Street 

RZ 11 -563568 

ATTACHMENT 9 

Prior to adoption of Zoning Amendment Bylaw 8804, the developer is req uired to complete the 
following requirements to the satisfaction of the Director of Development. 

1. Adoption of the Official Community Plan Bylaw 8803. 

2. Consol idate 769 1, 77 11 and 7731 Bridge Street into one development parcel. 

3. Registration ora 6.0 met(~r wide Public Right of Passage Right of Way (PROP ROW) 
along the north property line to facil itate a public walkway within the PROP ROW. 
The concrete path is to bt:~ 2.0 meters in width with landscaping on each side. The 
PROP ROW will identilY maintenance provisions where the futme strata corporation 
will maintain the PROP ROW until the time the property to the north (7671 Bridge 
Street) dedicates the land and completes the required frontage works to the point 
where it is placed on the City'S maintenance program. At this time the City will 
maintain the main hard surfaced pathway connecting Armstrong Street to Bridge 
Street, and the strata will maintain the soft landscaping and the individual wal kways 
connecting the main path to the individual units. 

4. Registration of a Flood Indemnity Agreement Restrictive Covenant on title. 

5. Payment of $49,000.00 cash-in-Iieu of on-site indoor amenity space. 

6 . Voluntary contribution ofS74,297.00 towards the City ' s Arfordable Housing Reserve 
Fund. 

7. Voluntary contribution 01'$27,862.00 towards the City'S Public Art reserve fund. 

8. Submission of a Servicing Agrecment* that will include, but not limited to: 

• Along the eastern property line, a 1. 75 meter wide sidewalk, 2.5 meter grass 
and treed boulevard (with 7cm Red Horse Cbestnut trees), curb and gutter, 
and road widening to meet with road works done through SA 09-468973. 

• Street lighting to be Lumec ZIOG Type 3 (aka "zed" lights). 
• Design and paving pattern of the pathway within he 6 .0 m wide PROP ROW. 

9. The submission and processing of a Development Permit* completed to a level of 
acceptance by the Director of Development. In addition to the standard review, the 
appl icant is to provide infonnation pertaining to: 

a) Design of the outdoor amenity area, including the play area. 
b) Design of the PROP ROW, including providing information to the width and 

the use of paving materials. 
c) Overall appropriateness of the landscaping plan. 
d) Manoeuvrability ofiarger vehicles (SU-9) 'Nithin the site. 
e) Fonn and Character of the townhouse units and how they address adjacent 

properties and h igh visibility areas. 
f) Provide a sense of territory for pedestrian use within the site along the internal 

drive aisle. 
g) Identify unit(s) to allow easy conversion for Universal access. 
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- 2-

• Note: This requires a separate application 

Then, prior to issuance of the Building Permit·: 

• Provision of a construction parking and traffic management plan to the Transportation 
Department to include: location for parking for services, deli veries, workers, loading, 
application for request for any lane closures (including dates, times, and duration). and 
proper construction traffic controls as per Traffic Control Manual for Works on 
Roadways (by Ministry of Transportation) and MMCD Traffic Regulation Section 01570 
(http://vvww.richmond.calserviceslnp/ special.h tm). 

• A payment on stormworks done to the benefit of this application. 

Signed Date 

J2165H 



PLN - 55

City of Richmond Bylaw 8803 

Richmond Official Community Plan Bylaw 7100 
McLennan South Sub Area Plan (2.100) 

Amendment Bylaw 8803 

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

I. Schedule 2. I 00 (McLennan South Sub·Area Plan) to Richmond Official Community 
Plan Bylaw 7100 is amended by repealing the existing "Circulation Map" in Section 4.0 
Transportation, and replacing it with "Schedule A attached to and forming part of Bylaw 
No. 8803". 

2. This Bylaw may be cited as "Official Community Plan Bylaw 7100 (Schedule 2.10D
McLennan South Sub-Area Plan), Amendment Bylaw 8803". 

FIRST READING 

A PUBLIC HEARING WAS HELD ON 

SECOND READING 

THIRD READING 

ADOPTED 

MAYOR CORPORATE OFFICER 

3298285 

CITY OF 
RICHMOND 
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"Schedule A attached to and forming part of Bylaw No. 8803" 

City of Richmond 

Circulation Map 

Note: Exact alignment of l1'1e new I 
roads from No. 4 

D Access From local roads 

roads and the two new secondary 

Arterial •••••• Trail/Walkway 

~ Consolidated driveways, ~anes 
~ or access from new local roads 

• • • •• Collector ( Major Entry! 
Exit Points 

~ Consolidated driveways or 
~ lanes, or collectors to No.4 Rd 

depending on final parcel sizes 

Local 

McLennan South Sub·Area Plan 
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City of 
Richmond Bylaw 8804 

Richmond Zoning and Development Bylaw 8500 
Amendment Bylaw 8804 (RZ 11-563568) 

7691, 7711 and 7731 Bridge Street 

The Council of the City of Richmond enacts as follows: 

1. The Zoning Map of the City of Richmond, which accompanies and forms part of Richmond Zoning 
and Development Bylaw 8500, is amended by repealing the existing zoning designation of the 
following areas and by designating it "Medium Density Townhouses (RTM2). 

P.I.D. 008·359-458 
Lot 51 Section 15 Block 4 North Range 6 West New Westminster District Plan 37300 

P.I .D. 003·566·145 
Lot 13 Except: Part Subdivided By Plan 37300, Block OF" of Section 15 Block 4 North Range 6 
West New Westminster District Plan 1207 

P.I.D. 009·035·923 
North Half Lot 12 Block "F" Section 15 Block 4 North Range 6 West New Westminster District 
Plan 1207 

2. This Bylaw is cited as "Richmond Zoning and Development Bylaw 8500, Amendment Bylaw 
8804". 

FIRST READING ""'''' RICHMOND 

A PUBLIC HEARING WAS HELD ON 

SECOND READING 

APPROVED 
lor conllnl by 

e><Iginatl"ll 

nURD READING 

OTHER REQUIREMENTS SATISFIED 

ADOPTED 

MAYOR 

3298286 

CORPORATE OFFICER 

""~ , 

APPROVED 
lor l_1Ity 

. "'" 
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City of Ricbmond 
Planning and Development Department 

Report to Committee 
Fast Track Application 

To: 

From: 

Re: 

Planning Committee Date: August 18, 2011 

Brian J. Jackson, MCIP File: RZ 11-585249 
Director of Development 

Application by Ajit Thaliwal for Rezoning at 11531 Williams Road from Single 
Detached (RS1/E) to C()mpact Single Detached (RC2) 

Staff Recommendation 

That Bylaw No.8806, for the rezoning of 11531 Williams Road from "Single Detached (RS liE)" 
to "Compact Single Detached (RC2)", be introduced and given first reading. 

Brian J. Jackson, MCIP 
Director of Development 

ES:blg 
Att. 

FOR ORIGINATING DEPARTMENT USE ONLY 

ROUTED To: CONCURZCE ;~ ;;;;E;;;N:7.' iRe,L Affordable Housing Y NO 

I 

33090&1 

~ 
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August 18, 20 I I 

Item 
Application 

Location 

Owner 

Applicant 

Date Received 

Acknowledgement Letter 

Fast Track Compliance 

Staff Report 

Planning Committee 

Site Size 

Land Uses 

Zoning 

Planning Designations 

Surrounding Development 

3109081 

- 2 -

Details 
RZ 11-585249 

11531 Williams Road 

Amit Dhingra, Sushil Arora , Varun Pasad 

Aji t Thal iwal 

July 22, 2011 

July 28, 2011 

August 8, 2011 

August 9,2011 

September 20, 2011 

652 m' (7.0182.3 ft') 
Existing - One (1) single detached dwelling 

RZ 11-585249 
Fast Track Application 

Proposed - Two~2) slnBle detached lots. each 326 m'(3.509 ft') 
EXlstinQ - SinQle Detached (RS1 /E) 

Proposed - Compact SinQle Detached (RC2) 

• Official Community Plan (OCP) Generalized Land Use Map 
designation - "Neighbourhood Residential" 

• OCP Specific land Use Map designation - "Low-Density 
Residential" 

• Area Plan or Sub-Area Plan - None 

This application conforms willt applicable land lise designatiolls alld 
policies. 

• The subject property is located on the north side of 
Williams Road. bet'Neen Seacote Road and NO. 5 Road, in an 
established residential neighbourhood consisting of a mix of 
older single detached dwellings on larger lots and new single 
detached dwellings on small lots. 

• Development immediately surrounding the subject 101 is as 
follows: 

0 To the north is a sing le detached dwelling zoned · Single 
Detached (RS1 /E)"; 

0 To the east is a single detached dwelling zoned MCompact 
Single Detached (RC1 )"; 

0 To the south across Williams Road. are single detached 
dwellings zoned ·Compact Single Detached (RC1 r; 

0 To Ihe west is a single detached dwelling zoned ~Single 
Detached (RS1 /E)"; 
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August 18,201 1 

Staff Comments 

3309083 

-3 -

Background 

RZ 11 -585249 
Fast Track Application 

• A Development Application Data Sheet providing details about 
the development proposal is attached (Attachment 2) . 

Trees & Landscaping 

• A Certified Arborist's Report was submitted by the applicant, 
wh ich identifies tree species, assesses the condition of trees, 
and provides recommendations on tree retention and removal 
relative to the development proposal. The Report identifies and 
assesses: 
o Two (2) bylaw-sized trees and a Laurel hedgerow on the 

subject property; and 

o Two (2) undersized trees located within the sidewalk on 
City-owned property. 

• The City's Tree Preservation Coordinator reviewed the Arborist's 
Report and conducted a Visual Tree Assessment. The City's 
Tree Preservation Coordinator concurs with the Arborist's 
recommendations to remove the laurel hedgerow and remove 
and replace the two (2) bylaw-sized trees (Trees #493 & #494) 
located on the site due to structural defects and impacts due to 
grade changes required, as this site is currently approximately 
1 m below the existing sidewalk grade. 

• The City's Tree Preservation Coordinator also concurs with the 
Arborist's recommendation to retain the two (2) undersized trees 
located on City-owned property (Trees A & B). Tree protection 
barriers are not required around these trees as there are no 
potential impacts from the proposed development due to their 
existing condition within pre-cast concrete surrounds in the 
sidewalk. 

The final Tree Retention Plan is included in Attachment 3. 

• Based on the 2:1 replacement ratio goal in the OCP, and the 
size requ irements for replacement trees in the City's Tree 
Protection Bylaw, a total of 4 (four) replacement trees of the 
following sizes are required to be planted and maintained on the 
future lots: 

# Min. calliper Min. height 
of 

Replacement 
deciduous 

of coniferous 
Trees tree or tree 

2 Sem 3.5m 

2 gem 5m 

• As a condition of rezoning , the applicant must submit a 
Landscape Plan, prepared by a Registered Landscape Architect, 
along with a Landscaping Security (1 00% of the cost estimate 
provided by the landscape Architect, includ ing installation costs) 
to ensure that the replacement trees will be planted and the front 
yards of the future lots will be enhanced. 
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August 18, 201 1 

Analysis 

Attachments 

3J09ORl 

-4- RZ 11-585249 
Fast Track Application 

Affordable Housing 
• Richmond's Affordable Housing Strategy requires a suite on 

50% of new lots, or a cash-in-lieu contribution of 1.0D/tr of tolal 
building area towards the City's Affordable Housing Reserve 
Fund for single-family rezoning applications. 

• The applicant proposes to provide a legal secondary suite on 
one of the two (2) future lots at the subject site. To ensure that 
the secondary suite is built to the satisfaction of the City in 
accordance with the City's Affordable Housing Strategy, the 
applicant is required to enter into a legal agreement registered 
on Title , stating that no final Building Permit inspection will be 
granted until the secondary suite is constructed to the 
satisfaction of the City in accordance with the Be Building Code 
and the City's Zoning Bylaw. This legal agreement is required 
prior to rezoning adoption. This agreement will be discharged 
from Title (at the inltialion of the applicant) on the lot where the 
secondary suite is not required by the Affordable Housing 
Strategy after the requirements are satisfied. 

• Should the applicant change their mind prior to rezoning 
adoption about the affordable housing option selected, a 
voluntary contribution to the City's Affordable Housing Reserve 
Fund in-lieu of providing the secondary suite will be accepted. In 
this case, the voluntary contribution would be required to be 
submitted prior to final adoRtion of the rezoning bylaw, and 
would be based on $1 .00/ft2. of total building area of the single 
detached dwellings (i .e. $4,212). 

Flood Management 
Registration of a flood indemnity covenant on title is required prior 
to final adoption of the rezoning bylaw. 

Site Servicing & Vehicle Access 
There are no servicing concerns with rezoning. 

Vehicular access to Williams Road is not permitted in accordance 
with Bylaw 7222. Access to the site at future development stage is 
to be from the existing rear lane only. 

Subdivision 

At 'future Subdivision stage, the applicant will be required to pay 
Development Cost Charges (City and GVS & DO), Neighbourhood 
Improvement Charges (for future lane improvements), School Site 
Acquisition Charae, Address Assianment Fee, and Servicina Costs. 

This rezoning application complies with the City's Lane 
Establishment and Arterial Road Redevelopment Policies since it is 
a single detached residential redevelopment proposal with access 
to an existing operational rear lane. The future lots will have 
vehicle access to the existing operational rear lane, with no access 
being permitted to or from Williams Road. 

Attachment 1 - Location Map/Aerial Photo 
Attachment 2 - Development Application Data Sheet 
Attachment 3 - Tree Retention Plan 
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August 18,20 II - 5 - RZ 11-585249 
Fast Track Application 

Recommendation This rezoning application to permit subdivision of an existing large 
lot into two (2) smaller lots, with vehicle access to the existing 
0pl=rational rear lane, complies with all applicable land use 
designations and policies and is consistent with the direction of 
redevelopment currently on-going in the surrounding area. On this 
basis, staff support the ~QpHcation _ 

Erika Syvokas 
Planning Technician 
(604-276-4108) 

Prior to final adoption of Zoning Amendment Bylaw 8806, the developer is required to complete the following: 

I. Submission ora Landscape Plan, prepared by a Registered Landscape Architect, to the satisfaction oflbe 
Director of Dcvclopmcm, 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: 

• Comply with the guidelines of the OCP's Lane Establishment and Arterial Road Redevelopment 
Policies and should not include hedges along the front property line; 

• Inelude a mix of coniferous and deciduous trees; and 

• Include the four (4) required replacement trees with the following minimum sizes: 

# Replacement 
Min. calliper 

Min. height of 
of dcriduous 

Trees 
tree 

coniferous tree ., 
2 6,m 3.5 m 

2 9,m 5m 

2. Registration o r a legal agreement on Title to ensure that no final Building Permit inspection is granted until 
a secondary suite is constructed on one (1) of the two (2) future lots, to the satisfaction ofche City in 
accordance with the BC Building Code and the City'S Zoning Bylaw. 

Note: Should the applicant change their mind about the Affordable Housing option selected prior to final 
adoption of the Rezoning Bylaw, tile City will accept a voluntary contribution of$l.00 per buildable square 
foot of the single-family developments (i.e. 54,212) to the City's Affordable Housing Reserve Fund in-lieu 
of registering the legal agreement on Title to secure a secondary suite. 

3. Registration ofa flood indemnity covenant on Tille. 

At future subdivision stage, the developer will be required 10: 
• Pay Development Cost Charges (City and GVS & DO), Neighbourhood Improvement Charge (NIC) fees 

for future lane improvements, School Site Acquisition Charge, Address Assignment Fec, and servicing 
costs. 

[Signed original on file] 

Signed Date 

JJQ90U 
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Original Date: 07/29111 

RZ 11-585249 Amended Date: 

Note: DimensiollS an: in M ETRES 
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City of Richmond 
691 1 NO.3 Road 
Richmond, Be V6Y 2Cl 
www.richmond.ca 
604-276·4000 

Development Application 
Data Sheet 

RZ 11-585249 Attachment 2 

Address: 11531 Williams Road 

Applicant: Ajit Thaliwal 

Planning Area(s): ---"S;!h",e,!!lIm"""o~nt,--________________________ _ 

Existing I Proposed 

Owners: Arnit Dhingra, Sushil Arora, & 
To be determined Vclrun Pasad 

Site Size (m2
): 652 m2 (7,018 ft2) ~wo (2) ~~ts each approx. 326m2 

3,509 It' 
Land Uses: One (1) single detached dwelling Two (2) single detached 

dwellinas 

• Generalized Land Use Map-

OCP Designation: Neighbourhood Residential 
No change • Specific Land Use Map -

Low-Density Residential 

Area Plan Designation: None NA 

702 Policy Designation: Ncme NA 

Zoning: Single Detached (RS1 /E) Compact Single Detached (RC2) 

Th,e OCP Lane Estab lishment and 
Arterial Road Redevelopment 

other Designations: Policies permit residential 
No change re(jevelopment where there is 

access to an existing operational 
rear lane. 

On Future I 
Subdivided Lots 

Floor Area Ratio: Max. 0.6 Max. 0.6 none permitted 

Lot Coverage - Building: Max. 50% Max. 50% none 

Lot Size (min. dimensions) : 270 m2 326 m2 none 

Setback - Front & Rear Yards (m): Min.6m Min. 6m none 

Setback - Side (m): Min. 1.2 m Min. 1.2 m none 

Height (m): 2.5 storeys 2.5 storeys none 

Other: Tree replacement compensation required for loss of significant trees. 

33O'X1S3 



PLN - 67

rr::===:=:~-(l~.a..~$,:,e~k~'7e>{§-r/~c,J~~f/..frr/~~==========;Attachment 3 
TOpOGRAPHIC SURVEY AND PROPOSED SUBDIYISION Of LOT 9 BLOCK 1 
SECTION 25 BLOCK 4 NORTH RANGE 6 WEST 
NEW WESTMINSTER OISTRICT PlJ\N 18~ 

SCAlE: 1 :200 
, 115Jl Wll.1Jolo.MS ROAD, 

RICHMOND. 9.C. 
PJ.O 000- 182- 0 64 

© copyr\<;llll 

10 

J. C. Tom and .o.ssoclol .. 
Cc<loda ond B.C. Land Sur.eyor 
I I!> - 883J Ddlin Crnc,,,1 
RiCl'pmond. B.C. V6X JZ7 

[-mGil: OfllC'Ojclom,com 
Websa.: ......... jcl<>m _com 

J<>I> No. 4526 
F8-187 PJJ-J:i 

Oro" .. By: TH 

OWG No. 4526-TOPO 

, 

B 
326 m' 

,,'5Jl 
2-STOREY "W,,,,,, 

, 
" " 

B 

WIWAMS ROAD 

"""" (D) d_Ln d..,~ 

If aChOI,. poWer PO" • ~1.. "",nd c:ote~ t>o.in 

. ~ .. ~ 
III a_In "'". .. "",let" 

,.. a .....,lo. lOP 01 r.t ..... ng .. 011 

.... a.ncl.. tIoOnom of , 010,.:"9 .. a~ 

w..T d~~ol" ...... ti-trun~ 

ll!lIf) 
El .... olionl .ho .. " at. bond an Cily 01 
RiC hmond HP~ 8enc~mor1< .. ,two.k. 

B,,,cllmcrk, kPN '191, 
Control "'onll_1\I. 021'12-453 CERTIFIED CORRECT: 
I..DccIted 0\ S edq' trofrte i$\cl'ld I,Ol DIIoIOI9ON I,CCQROING TO 
o Ir",erside 0.. a: F.,;Itl>el'$t'>flt ¥;ay flEU) SURVEY. 

£Ie.ollon _ 1.664 m~trn ~""=== 

JOHNSON C. TAl,I. B.C.L.5. 

LV 7th, 2011 



PLN - 68

City of 
Richmond Bylaw 8806 

Richmcond Zoning Bylaw 8500 
Amendment Bylaw 8806 (RZ 11-585249) 

115,11 WILLIAMS ROAD 

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

1. The Zoning Map of the City of Richmond, which accompanies and fonns part of 
Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500, is amended by repealing the existing zoning designation 
of the following area and by designating it COMPACT SINGLE DETACHED (RC2). 

P.I.D. 000-782·084 
Lot 9 Block 1 Section 25 Block 4 North Range 6 West New Westminster District Plan 
18935 

2. This Bylaw may be cited as "Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500, Amendment Bylaw 
8806". 

FIRST READING 

A PUBLIC HEARING WAS HELD ON 

SECOND READING 

THIRD READING 

OTHER DEVELOPMENT REQUIREMENTS SATISFIED _________ _ 

ADOPTED 

MAYOR CORPORATE OFFICER 

3323248 

CI'NOF 
RICHMOI'IO 

APPROVED 

it 
APPROVED 
by Di,octor 

~( Solicitor 

0 
',-, 
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To: 

From: 

City of Richmond 
Planning and Development Department 

Planning Committee 

Brian J. Jackson, MCIP 
Director of Development 

Report to Committee 

Date: August 30, 2011 

File: ZT 11 -565675 

Re: Application by Patrick Cotter Architect Inc. for a Zoning Text Amendment to 
Low Rise Apartment (ZLR14) - Riverport to Permit a Mixed-use Development 
With Dedicated Rental Apartment Housing and Shared Parking at 14000 and 
14088 Riverport Way 

Staff Recommendation 

That Bylaw No. 8811, for a zoning text amendment to «Low Rise Apartment (ZLR14) -
Riverport" to permit a medium density mid-rise mixed-use development with market rental 
apartment housing, commercial and community amenity space, be introduced and given flfSt 
reading. 

Brian . Jackson, MeIP 
Director of Development 

SB:blg 

FOR ORIGINATING DEPARTMENT USE ONLY 

ROUTED To: CONCURRENCE C ONCURRENCE OF GENERAL MANAGER 

Affordable Housing Y~O L :f- :P'A Policy Planning Y~O 
Engineering Design & Construction Y NO r / 
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Staff Report 

Orig in 

Patrick Cotter Architect Inc. has applied to the City of Richmond for a zoning text amendment to 
Low Rise Apartment (ZLR14) - Riverport in order to permit a medium-density mid-rise 
mixed-use rental residential development at 14000 Riverport Way with a shared parking facility 
for 14000 and 14088 Riverport Way (Attachment 1). 

The development includes a proposed 7-storey mixed-use building with 60 market rental 
dwelling units, ground level commercial (approximately 68 m2

) and community meeting space 
(approximately 83 m2

) at 14000 Riverport Way, and a proposed shared parking structure with a 
site specific rental residential parking requirement for the proposed mid-rise building and the 
previously approved 80-unit four-storey market rental residential building at 
14088 Riverport Way (Attachment 2). 

Findings of Fact 

A Development Appl ication Data Sheet providing details about the development proposal is 
included as Attachment 3. 

A Servicing Agreement (SA 02~218175) was secured through the rezoning application for this 
waterfront community (RZ 03-234655) for the new Riverport Way road, Steveston Highway 
improvements from Entertainment Boulevard to a dike plaza, storm sewer and water distribution 
systems, dike walkway, viewing piers, float, and walkway and parking area in the City~owned 
lands to the north. The works are mostly constructed. The last remaining development lot at 
14000 Riverport Way is surrounded with temporary frontage works, which are proposed to be 
completed with construction of the development. 

A City sanitary sewer does not service the development. This waterfront community, including 
the proposed building, is tied into the private sewage treatment plant for the Riverport Sports and 
Entertainment Complex. 

Background 

The sites at 14000 and 14088 Rive-rport Way together are proposed to provide market rental 
accommodation for employees in the area, and the general public. The vacant site at 14000 
Riverport Way is the last development parcel of the fanner industrial lands at 14791 Steveston 
Highway to be developed by Legacy Park Lands Limited as part of its waterfront community 
next to the Fraser River, CN rail lands, and the Riverport Sports and Entertainment Complex. 
The waterfront development has been the subject of several development applications; a 
chronology is included as Attachment 4. The existing waterfront residential community is 
characterized by three (3) existing four·storey market condominiwn buildings, a four~storey 
market rental building under construction, dike walkway with viewing piers, new Riverport Way 
public road, Steveston Highway terminus with plaza, pier and float, and walkway and parking 
improvements in the City·owned lands to the north. 

llIS84! 
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The site at 14000 Riverport Way was originally envisioned as a mixed use site with commercial 
(office. retail and restaurant) and community meeting space, lift and storage facilities for boats, 
and dormitory facilities for athletes ... 'isiting the nearby Richmond Ice Centre and Watennania 
pool in the Riverport Sports and Entertainment Complex. 

As a result of the construction of the hotel at Triangle Road and No.6 Road , the previously 
envisioned dormitory for athletes is]]o longer needed. The owners have experienced a strong 
demand for the market rental W1its approved at 14000 Riverport Way. This led. the owners to ask 
if the City would support the construction of additional market rental apartment housing instead 
of the previously envisioned dormitory facilities and other uses. 

The original site contained contamination and has undergone soil remediation with the phases of 
development. The remaining subject site is in the process of applying to have the completed soil 
remediation work cleared to a residential standard. Prior to zoning text amendment approval , 
documentation is required from the Ministry of Environment, in the fonn of an appropriate 
Instrument or Release under Section.40 of the Environmental Management Act, indicating that 
the City may approve zoning changes. Approval from the Ministry of Environment is a 
requirement of zoning text amendment. 

Surrounding Development 

Development surrounding the Fraser Lands Planning Area properties at 14000 and 
14088 Riverport Way includes: 

• To the northeast, is phase 1 oftlle waterfront community, consisting of three (3) four-storey 
market residential buildings at 14100, 14200 and 14300 Riverport Way, with a total of 144 
strata-titled apartments over a shared parking structure (DP 04-269797), also zoned Low Rise 
Apartment (ZLR14) - Riverpon:; 

• To the east, is dike property owned by the City and a water lot owned by Legacy Park Lands 
Limited, zoned Entertainment & Athletics (CEA), and the Fraser River; 

• To the west, across Riverport Way, is CN Rail right-of-way and the Riverport Sports and 
Entertainment Complex beyond, zoned Entertainment & Athletics (CEA); and 

• To the south, across Steveston Highway. is Fraser Wharves land, zoned Light Industrial (IL). 

Related Polic ies & Studies 

Official Community Plan (OCP) 

In the Official Cornmuruty Plan (OCP). the subject sites are designated Limited Mixed Use, 
which supports the proposed residential , limited commercial, and community uses. 
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Envirorunentally Sensitive Areas CESAs) 

The area between Riverport Way and the Fraser River is designated as an ESA, including the 
subject development site. The ESA aspect of the waterfront community shoreline was resolved 
through an approved Development Pennit (DP 97-122639) prior to the rezoning, Servicing 
Agreement, and Development Permit for the waterfront community development. City and 
Department of Fisheries and Oceans staff agree that the proposed development does not impact 
the environmentally sensitive shoreline. as it is restricted to the inland side of the existing dike 
walkway. 

Noise Sensitive Development 

• As noted above, the subject site is in close proximity to industrial. commercial and railway 
lands. It is important to address the adjacency for the comfort of the future residents. 

• A restrictive covenant was secured through the approved rezoning (RZ 03-234655) to ensure 
that residential buildings be built to CMHC Noise Transmission Criteria and to notify 
potential residents of nearby industrial, commercial and rail operations. 

• Registration of a Noise Sensitive Use Restrictive Covenant is a requirement of zoning text 
amendment to ensure the following appropriate indoor sound levels determined by CMHC 
and industry standard thermal comfort levels are provided in the residential units. The 
covenant requires that a registered professional confirm compliance of the project design and 
construction of the dwelling urrits. 

a) Indoor sound level criteria (with doors and windows closed): 

Portion of Dwelling Unit Maximum Noise Levels (decibels) 

Bedrooms 35 dB 

Livin~. dining, and recreation rooms 40dB 

Kitchen, bath, hallways, and utility 45 dB 
rooms 

b) Indoor thermal comfort standard (with doors and windows closed throughout all 
seasons): ASHRAE 55-2004 "Thennal Environmental Conditions for Hwnan 
Occupancy" . 

• The required Noise Sensitive Use Restrictive Covenant for the subject development proposal 
js an improvement over some older covenants. The proposed covenant will include 
specifications for acceptabJe indoor noise levels, tbennal comfort in the summer months, and 
the requirement to have construction measures designed and reviewed by regi stered 
professionals. The acceptable indoor noise levels are set for the different areas oftbe 
residential units, with bedrooms as the quietest rooms. Thennal comfort is needed for the 
summer months when residents would open their windows and lose the benefit of noise 
insulating construction measures. 
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Affordable Housing Strategy 

The City' s Affordable Housing Strau:gy does not provide explicit reference to purpose~built 
rental housing requirements. However, the strategy does acknowledge the importance of 
preserving and maintaining existing ~md new rental housing stock in Richmond. Separate from 
the subject application, staff will be reviewing the Affordable Housing Strategy regarding 
purpose-built, market rental housing contribution requirements. 

Purpose-built rental housing provides the following community benefits: 

I) Relieves pressure on market rental vacancy rates in Richmond (i.e. , Canada Mortgage 
Housing Corporation reports that rental vacancy rates have continued to maintain an average 
low of 1.5 percent consistently over the past 10 years). 

2) Supports the availability of non-market affordable rental housing for low to moderate income 
households. 

3) Increases housing options for those who do not choose or are not able to purchase a 
condominium or enter into the homeownership market. 

The applicant advised that, in the absence of any advertising in the media, as of August, 2011, 77 
rental inquiries have heen received for the rental project under construction at 
14088 Riverpon Way. The interest by potential renters reflects both a need and demand for 
market rental housing. Further, the proposed development will provide workers with the 
opportunity to live and work in Richmond. 

Given the foregoing and acknowledging that the subject application presents a unique 
opportunity to provide new rental housing in Richmond (i.e., few developments see a financ ial 
incentive in the option), Community Social Services and Development Applications staff 
recommends that the Affordable Ho·using Contributions for this project be waived. 

Registration of a legal agreement on Title to secure rental use in perpetuity of the proposed 
apartment housing will be a requirement of the zoning text amendment. To secure market rental 
use of the proposed apartment housing, the owner is required to enter into a Housing Agreement 
prior to final adoption of the text amendment bylaw. In order to enter into a Housing 
Agreement, the Local Government Act, Section 905, requires enactment of a bylaw by the City. 
The Affordable Housing Coordinator will prepare a separate report, including the Housing 
Agreement and associated bylaw. The following terms, among others, will be articulated in the 
Housing Agreement. 
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A OUStnKlfgreement erms 
Rental Rate Market rent 

Tenure of units Market rental 

Ownership Siock ownership of each of tne two properties, without subdivision or 
strata-titling {consolidation is permitted} 

Duration of Aareement Peroetuitv 

AHocalion of Floor Area 14000 Riv'erport Way 

Approximate distribution of 4,966.2 m2 residential floor area in 60 units . 

.. Ground Hoor commercial & community amenity uses excluded 

14088 Riverport Way 

Approximate distribution of 4,489.5 m2 residential floor area in 80 units. 

For each property, a legal agreement will secure full and unlimited access and use of the indoor 
and outdoor amenity spaces provided on-site for all occupants of the rental units on that property. 
A separate legal agreement will secure the access and use of the community meeting space 
provided at 14000 Riverpon Way for all residents in the waterfront community's five buildings 
(14000,14088,14100, 14200 & 14300 Riverpart Way). 

Floodplain Management 

TIrrough the original rezoning application for this waterfront community (RZ 03-234655), dike 
improvements were secured through a Servicing Agreement (SA 02-218175) and a floodplain 
covenant was registered on Title, requiring a minimum elevation for habitable areas (flood 
construction level) of3.5 m GSC (Geodetic Survey of Canada). 

In addition to the terms of the registered covenant, the applicant is required to comply with the 
City's Flood Plain Designation and Protection Bylaw No. 8204, which came into effect after the 
property was originally rezoned. Similar to the building under construction at 
14088 Riverport Way, the development .proposal for 14000 Riverport Way includes a 4.3 m GSC 
ground floor elevation to tie into the surrounding sidewalk elevations, which is higher than both 
the minimum requirements in the covenant (3.5 m GSC) and the bylaw (3.0 m GSC). 

The Province has indicated that, in response to the potential effects of global warming, the 
relatively newly improved dike will need to be raised in the future. The City's current planning 
horizon requires that dikes are capable of being raised to at least 5.5 m GSC. The existing dike 
in this area is at a height of under 4 . .0 m GSC. Since the dike improvements are relatively new in 
front oftbis waterfront community, the City does not have plans to raise this portion of the dike 
at this time. However, the applicant has been asked to take into consideration both the existing 
elevation and the funrre higher dike elevation. As a result ofthese special conditions of the site, 
in consultation with City Engineering staff, a Dike Maintenance Agreement is required as a 
condition of the zoning text amendment. Subsurface structures will provide support for a funrre 
higher dike. 

Registration of a Dike Maintenance Agreement is aJso required as a condition of the zoning text 
amendment to permit structures to encroach into the required 7.5 m setback from a dike right-of
way (Flood Plain Designation and Protection Bylaw No. 8204) along Steveston Highway and the 
east edge of the site. The approved Development Permit (DP 04-269797) included an 
underground parking structure on tbe 14000 Riverpart Way that encroaches into both required 
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dike setbacks. In consu1tation with City Engineering staff, the applicant has maintained the 
approved setback along Steveston Highway, and increased the setback by 1.4 rn along the east 
edge of the site. The encroaching structures include a required continuous engineered dike 
support structure designed to support a future raised dike (5 .5 m GSC), subsurface parking and 
bicycle storage, mixed-use building, vehicle and pedestrian circulation, and landscaping 
elements. The agreement will include an Engineering Report and a safeguard right-of-way for 
maintenance or removal of encroaching structures. 

Provincial approval is required to permit the structures to encroach into the existing dike 
structure. The proposed underground parking structure encroaches approximately 1.7 m into the 
inland toe of the existing dike at the northeast comer of the site. On July 6, 2011, staff received 
a copy ofan e-mail from the Ministry of Natural Resource Operations (Provincial dike 
Authority) that advises that: the Province does not object to the current configuration and its 
impacts to the dike; and the applicant is required to complete the Dike Maintenance Act approval 
application process to obtain written. approval before any works are started. As part of the 
application process, the applicant is required to provide additional infonnation regarding 
analysis, design and construction details for the project, dike and accommodating a future raised 
dike. Provincial approval is a requirement of the zoning text amendment. Staff from 
Development Applications and Engineering will continue to work with the applicant and the 
Provincial Dike Authority to respond to the Province's concerns, recognizing that development 
of this site has been under review for over seven years and improvements to the dike were 
recently completed. 

Consultation 

The development application process to date has included the installation of informational 
development application signage on the site, and an open house meeting for the residents in the 
phase 1 market residential buildings at 14100, 14200 and 14300 Riverport Way. The Public 
Hearing will include notification to neighbours and local newspaper advertising. 

School District 

This application was not referred to School District No. 38 (Richmond) because it is consistent 
with the existing OCP designation. According to OCP Bylaw Preparation Consultation Policy 
5043, which was adopted by COWlcil and agreed to by the School District, residential 
developments requiring an OCP amendment which generate less than 50 school aged children do 
not need to be referred to the School District (e.g., typically around 295 multiple-family housing 
Wlits). This application only involves 60 multiple-family housing units in an area that has not 
been envisioned to support families due to the distance to the closest schools: Woodward 
Elementary School west of No. 5 Road, and McNair Secondary School on No.4 Road nonh of 
Williams Road. A legal agreement was registered on Title through the approved rezoning 
(RZ 03-234655) specifying that all residents would be at least 18 years of age. 

Staff did review the application infonnally with staff from the School District No. 38 
(Richmond). School district staff did not express any concerns about the proposaL 
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CN Rail 

eN Rail staff has recently expressed concern about the potential impact of rail noise and 
vibration on adjacent residential buildings and has advised that any residential development 
should be designed to anticipate future construction of the rail ri ght-of-way as a branch line. 

1n the 2003 rezoning staff report. it was noted that rail line construction would ultimately result 
in the rail line west of the subject site extending to connect the Fraserpon Lands to 
Fraser Wharves. It was noted that there may be. up to three (3) tracks within the right-of-way, 
and shunting or switching of trains was not proposed at this location 

eN Rail staff has asked to receive a copy of the future Development Permit application for their 
reVIew. 

As noted above, registration of a Noise Sensitive Use Restrictive Covenant on Title is a 
requirement of the zoning text amendment to ensure appropriate indoor sound levels and thennal 
comfort levels are provided in the residential units. 

Public Input 

The owner hosted two meetings for the existing waterfront community residents at the nearby 
Holiday Inn Express Riverport hoteL An open house meeting for residents was held on 
April 21,2011 to discuss the construction process for the approved bui lding at 
14088 Riverport Way and the development proposal for 14000 Riverport Way_ Invitations were 
posted in the lobby of each of the three (3) ex isting market residential buildings at 14100, 14200 
and 14300 Riverport Way. Five (5) residents signed into the meeting. Comments regarding the 
proposal included: 

• Appreciation of proposed concrete and glass building materials and contemporary design fo r 
the proposed building at 14000 Riverport Way. 

• Appreciation of commitment to provide transit pass program for the approved building at 
14088 Riverport Way. 

• Concern that proposed building would impact sight lines fo r existing residents. Vie-ws of the 
river from the existing buildings will be impacted by the building at 14088 Riverport Way, 
which was approved as part o/the same development that included the first three (3) existing 
buildings. The proposed building at 14000 Riverport Way will not impact river views from 
the exisling buildings. 
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• Concern that the proposed building was taller than the existing and approved buildings. The 
proposed building ;s taller with a building height of seven stories and roof-top mechanical 
space. The additional building height and associated smaller building floor plate provide the 
benefits of a tal/landmark/eature marking the east end oJSteveston Highway; a greater 
sense of openness and afternoon sunlight penetration between buildings along 
Riverport Way,' an increased building separation andfeeling a/privacy Jor future residents 
o/both renlal buildings. 

• Concern regarding existing special event traffic volume westbound on Steyeston Highway 
and the suggestion to install a traffic light at No.6 Road. At this time, the City has no plans 
[0 install a traffic light af (he No. 6 Road and Steveston Highway inlerSec(ion, but will 
continue to monitor traffic volume in Ihe area. Transportation staff have reviewed the 
proposal and there is capacity in Ihe existing road network to accommodate the proposed 60 
renlal dwelling units. 

• Concern that residents were not able to access the locked public float at Steveston Highway_ 
The public float was constructed through the approved Servicing Agreement and was opened 
lhis year to the public in July. 2011. 

A further meeting was held on May 16, 20 II for the strata council of the Pier 1 building. The 
strata council president provided th{: following comments regarding the proposal: 

• Appreciation of proposed concrete and glass building materials and contemporary design for 
the proposed building at 14000 Riverport Way. 

• Advice to carefully consider the location of any coloured glass to avoid impacting views 
from the building out to the river. 

• Appreciation of Steves ton Highway completion and provision of street parking along both 
Riverport Way and Sleveston Highway. 

• Concern that residents were not able to access the locked public float at Steveston Highway. 
See open house commeniS above. 

Public correspondence has been received from Fraser Lands Planning Area resident, 
Gabrielle Grun, urging the City to provide sanitary sewer service to the Riverport residents. As 
noted above, the existing waterfron.t community and proposed development will be serviced by 
the private sewage treatment plant for the Riverport Sports and Entertainment Complex. The 
City has no plans to extend sanitary sewer service in the vicinity. 

Staff Comments 

Project Description 

• The applicant proposes approximately 60 market rental apartment housing units with ground 
leve l commercial space (approximately 68 m2

) within a building consisting of a mid· rise and 
associated parking structure that is partially submerged and partially screened by ground 
floor spaces of the mid rise building and landscaping. 
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• The proposed mid rise development also includes outdoor amenity space on the parking 
structure roof, and ground level indoor amenity space and community meeting space 
(approximately 83 m2

). 

• The proposed shared parking structure provides for the rental residential~ visitor and limited 
commercial parking needs for both the proposed mid rise building at 14000 Riverport Way 
and the approved low-rise building under construction at 14088 Riverport Way. Parking for 
.residents is provided on both properties, with limited shared use of the parking on the 14000 
Riverport \Vay lot. Parking for visitors and commercial use is provided on the 14000 
Riverport Way lot, with shared use for both lots. Registration of a legal agreement on Title 
to the lot at 14000 Riverport Way is a requirement of the zoning text amendment to provide 
the following benefits for the lot at 14088 Riverport Way: access to/egress from the 
underground parking structure; 15 resident parking spaces; and 16 visitor parking spaces. 

Analysis 

Land Use 

• The proposed development complies with the OCP and follows tbe development pattern for 
the local waterfront neighbourhood. As noted previously, the subject site is designated in the 
Specific Land Use Map as 'Limited Mixed-Use'. 

• As previously noted, the original site contained contamination and has undergone soil 
remediation with the pbases of development. The remaining subject site is in the process of 
applying to have the completed soil remediation work cleared to a residential standard. 
Approval from the Ministry of Environment is a requirement of the zoning text amendment. 

"18. 14 Low Rise Apartment (ZLR)·- Riveux>rt" Site Specific Zone 

• "Low Rise Apartment (ZLR) - Riverport" site specific zoning was tailored for the waterfront 
community through the approved rezoning (RZ 03 -234655), with different criteria for each 
oftbe portions of the site identified as Area A, Band C. Changes are needed to the site 
specific zone to allow for the proposed rental apartment housing building on Area A and to 
allow for a rental residential parking rate for both Area A and 8. 

Proposed Changes: 

• Revising the title of the site-specific zone to read "Low to Mid Rise Apartment (ZLR)
Riverport" to accommodate the proposed mid-rise 7-storey rental apartment housing building 
in Area A (14000 Riverport Way). The four-storey rental and market residential buildings in 
Areas B (14088 Riverport Way) and C (14100, 14200 & 14300 Riverport Way) are low-rise 
bUildings. 

• Allowing apartment housing and associated minor community care fac ility and home 
business in Area A. 

• El iminating outdoor storage, which is a permitted in Area A only. This use accommodates 
the originally envisioned mixed-use facility with dry boat storage and is no longer 
appropriate with rental and market residential uses. 
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• Increasing the permitted density in Area A from 1.0 to 1.91, provided that the increase is 
used to provide apartment housing, and an additional 0.1 for amenity and community 
amenity space. The increase in density is needed for the proposed 60 market rental 
apartments, limited commercial, indoor amenity and community amenity space. The 
applicant has demonstrated the fe,asibility of accommodating the proposed density within the 
site. 

• Decreasing the minimum side ya:rd (East) in Area A from 18.0 m to 8.5 m. This setback is 
measured from the East property line and exceeds the parking structure setback in the 
approved 2004 Development Permit. 

• Increasing the maximum building height in Area A from 18.0 m to 22.5. 

• Including a new site specific parking rate in Area A and Area B for rental apartment housing 
at a rate of 1.32 parking spaces per rental apartment (1 . .1 9 parking spaces per unit after 
TDMs), provided that the rental use is secured with a legal agreement registered on Title. 
There is an existing legal agreement registered on Title requiring that any hotel, donnitory or 
rental buildings be used for that purpose in perpetuity. Discharge and registration of a new 
legal agreement is a requirement of the zoning text amendment to clarify the rental apartment 
proposal specifics, location and to update the document to current City standards. 

• Deleting the on-site parking and loading requirement to provide 460 on-site parking spaces in 
total in Areas A, B. and C. This requirement was reduced to 420 parking spaces through the 
approved Development PeIDlit (DP 04-269797). The current proposal is different from the 
originally envisioned uses for site A, and the new parking need is identified in the parking 
analysis prepared by the owner's transportation consultant and accepted by transportation 
staff. With the proposed 115 parking spaces in Area A, a total of 438 parking spaces is 
provided in Areas A, B and C. 

Public Amenities 

The following public amenities will be provided as a requirement oftbe zoning text amendment: 

• An additional market rental aprutment housing building at 14000 Rlverport Way, with 
limited ground floor non-residential use. In total , two (2) market rental apartment housing 
buildings will be part of this waterfront community, with the approved rental apartment 
housing building under construc.tion at 14088 Riverport Way. A legal agreement will be 
registered on Title to both Jots to prohibit strata-titling, subdivision and to secure the rental 
use in perpetuity. Approximately 140 dwelling units will be provided in total, with 80 
dwelling units under construction and an additional 60 dwelling units proposed. 

• A 74.3 m2 (800 ttl) meeting room for community use, and associated legal agreement to 
ensure access and use of the community meeting space for all residents in the waterfront 
community. 

• Voluntarily contribution of$0.75 per buildable square foot (e.g. $40,742) to the City 's Public 
Art fund or towards installation of Public Art on-site through participation in the City 'S 
Public Art Program. The applicant is investigating opportunities for integrating public 
artwork into the Riverport Way building fayade . 

• Statutory Rights·of-Way for utilities and public rights-of-passage over the boulevard and 
sidewalk at the Steveston Highway and Riverport Way intersection (design and construction 
of works secured via Servicing Agreement SA 02-218175). 
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Comparison to Previous Site A Proposal Under Approved Rezoning (RZ 03-234655): 

• A 74.3 m2 (800 if) meeting room for community use was proposed - this amenity is 
included in the subject development. 

• A dry boat storage shed (30-vessel) for area residents, together with a boat launch and lift 
facility was proposed - this amenity is DO longer proposed. Instead, the owner is proposing 
to provide market rental apanment housing to address the community need. 

Public Amenities Provided Through Approved Rezoning (RZ 03-234655): 

• Rights-of-way for public use were secured over all areas not occupied by buildings or private 
patio, including the public piers and float . 

• Rights-of-way were secured for dike public walkway, access and maintenance. 

• Road dedication was provided for Dew road (Rlverport Way). 

• Land was exchanged at No.6 Road and Triangle Road and City land along 
Steveston Highway. 

• $43,615.00 was received for a waterfront walkway in the City-owned lands to the north. 

• $50,000.00 was received for child care. 

• $10,000.00 was received for child care or Public Art. 

• A Servicing Agreement was entered into for the following works: 

a. New frontage road (Riverport Way). 

b. Steveston Highway improvements across the frontage and extending to 
Entertainment Boulevard. 

c. Three (3) public piers, float, Steveston Highway pedestrian plaza, and continuous 
waterfront walkway, dike maintenance and access improvements. 

d. Parking area and improvements in the City-owned lands to the north. 

Amenity Space 

• The proposed development will provide approximately 125.4 rn2 indoor amenity space for 
the use of the residents, which (~xceeds the requirements of the OCP (100 m2-). The proposed 
indoor amenity space is provided in two (2) ground level meeting rooms, one ( 1) of which 
will also be available for community use, as a requirement of the zoning text amendment. 

• The proposed development will provide approximately 618 m2 of outdoor amenity space for 
the use of the residents, which far exceeds the requirements of the OCP (360 m'). The 
proposed outdoor amenity space is provided at the second level on the roof of the concrete 
parking structure. 

Sustainabilitv Measures for proposed building at 14000 Ri verport Wav: 

• The applicant has identified the following sustainability measures for the development 
proposal: 

o Densitication with addition of market rental apartment housing and supporting limited 
commercial space in close prox.imity to local employment opportunities and recreation 
amenities. 

33151141 
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o Landscape design will include indigenous species, similar to previously approved and 
existing landscape treatment at 14088, 14100, 14200, and 14300 Riverport Way. 

o Water efficient low flow fIxtures are proposed with dual flush toilets in residential units. 

o Energy efficiency - high efficiency boiler proposed for general heating for the proposed 
building; efficient lighting tlu:oughout building with automated sensors in parking area; 
efficient LED lighting in corridors; programmable themlOstats in commercial and 
amenity areas, natural day lighting to reduce the need for artificial lighting; and high 
efficiency heating, ventilation and air conditioning system. 

o .. Passive Solar Design - intensive green roof for raised outdoor amenity space courtyard, 
and high albedo (,white roof) roofing membrane for upper Toofto mitigate heat gain! 
urban heat island effect, 30 - 40% solid insulated waH, 60 - 70 % wall glazed with low-E 
argon filled double glazed v{indow wall system, and partial shading from projecting slab 
edges. 

o Air quality - low voe (volatile organic compound) paints, carpeting, and adhesives. 

o Recycling - secure common area proposed for newsprint, mixed paper, cardboard, 
container, and organics recyding along with garbage. 

o Alternative fonns of transportation -locating market rental apartment housing in close 
proximity to local employment opportunity; within 200 m of transit service, on-site 
bicycle storage and proposed transportation demand measures including a bus shelter 
with pad and special crosswalk. 

• The applicant has advised that a geothermal system is not practical for this development. 

Development Penn it 

The proposed mid-rise building will be further reviewed through a separate Development Permit 
application process as a requirement of the zoning text amendment. The review process will 
consider: 

• Detailed Architectural design, with consideration given to relationship with: 
Steveston Highway terminus and streetscape; Riverport Way streetscape, the waterfront dike 
walkway, neighbouring waterfront community buildings to northeast, and incorporation of 
Public Art. 

• Landscape design for this vacant lot. There are no existing trees on the property. 

• Outdoor ameruty space programming. 

• Accessibility and aging in place measures. 

• Principles of Crime Prevention Through Environmental Design (CPTED). 

• Acoustic and Mechanical engineering report design recommendations ensure nearby 
industrial, commercial and rail noise potential is appropriately taken into consideration. 

• Provision of off-street parking. A parking rate of 1.19 parking spaces per rental apartment is 
proposed, wbich complies with the proposed zoning bylaw amendments and the permitted 
reduction based on the owner's commitment to implement the Transportation Demand 
Management (TOM) strategy supported by Transportation staff. The proposed roM strategy 
includes: 

.)3 15141 
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o Voluntary contribution towards a bus shelter and bus pad at the existing bus stop at 
Steveston Highway and Entertainment Boulevard ($25,000), and 

o Voluntary contribution towards a special crosswalk on Ste\o!eston Highway at 
Enlertairunent Boulevard with wheelchair ramps ($45,000). 

• Garbage and recycl ing storage and collection. 

Legal Agreements 

• Discharge of existing dormitory, hotel and rental use in perpetuity covenant is required for 
both the 14000 and 14088 Riverport Way lots (BV459923). 

• Registration of a Housing Agreement is required for both the 14000 and 14088 Riverport 
Way lots to secure residential market rental use in perpetuity, with the exception of other 
permitted uses at the ground floor level of 14000 Riverport Way, and prohibiting subdivision 
or strata-titling (consolidation is pennitted). 

• Discharge of existing offsite parking agreement covenants, easement, and priority 
agreements is required for both the 14000 and 14088 Rlverport Way lots for access to/from 
the underground parking structure at 14088 Rlverport Way via the access ramp at 
14000 Riverport Way and securing 43 off-site parking spaces at 14000 Riverport Way for the 
exclusive use of 14088 RiverpOl.t Way (BB1703862 through to BBI703867). 

• Registration ofa legal agreement(s) is required for the 14000 Riverport Way lot to secure for 
the benefit of 14088 Riverport Way: 

8. 15 resident off-site parking spaces, 24 hours a day, 7 days a week. 

b. 16 visitor off-site parking spaces. 24 hours a day, 7 days a week. 

c. Vehicle access to/from the underground parking structure at 14088 Riverport Way, and 
to/from the secured off-site parking spaces at 14000 Rlverport Way. 

• Registration ofa legal agreement is required for the 14088 Riverport Way lot to allow 
access/egress of pedestrians to/from the underground parking northeast exit stairwell on the 
14000 Riverport Way lot. 

• The granting of Statutory Right-of-Ways for Public-Rights-of-Passage and utilities purposes 
is required over the 14000 Rive,rport Way lot for the boulevard and sidewalk at the southwest 
comer (design and construction of works secured via SA 02-2181 75). 

• Discharge of existing noise covenant is required for the 14000 Riverport Way lot 
(BV459921). 
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• Registration of a Noise Sensitive Use Restrictive Covenant is required for the 
14000 Riverport Way lot to ensure mitigation of industrial and railway noise potential 
(branch line) is incorporated into dwelling unit design and construction to achieve the 
following: 

a. Indoor sound level criteria (""rith doors and windows closed): 

Portion of Dwelling Unit Maximum Noise Levels (decibels) 

Bedrooms 35 dB 

Living, dining, and recreation rooms 40 dB 

Kitchen, bath, hallways, and utility 45 dB 
rooms 

h. Indoor thermal comfort standard (with doors and windows closed throughout all 
seasons): ASHRAE 55-2004 "Thennal Envirorunental Conditions for Hwnan 
Occupancy" 

• Registration of a Dike Maintenance Agreement (DMA) is required for the 14000 Riverport 
Way lot, including: 

a. A provision for structures to encroach within the minimum 7.5 m setback from the dike 
right·of·way (flood plain designation and protection Bylaw 8204). The structures shall 
be for the purpose of habitable space, parking, vehicle and pedestrian circulation, and 
subsurface structure(s) that have been engineered to support a future raised dike. The 
Owner shall be solely responsible for liability and maintenance of encroachments to the 
City's satisfaction. The Owner shall be responsible at the Owner' s cost to maintain 
structure(s) or reinstate dike toe approved by the Province. 

b. The provision of an Engineering Report with specifications to the satisfaction of the City, 
as an attachment to the DMA. and if required, addressed to the City. The report should 
address all aspects of the development that have the potential to adversely impact the 
dike. Aspects should include but not be limited to: 

i) Structural Building lntegrity: all structures will be designed to accommodate a future 
dike height of 5.5 m plus dike maintenance vehicle loading (H20). 

ii) Inspection and Maintenance Schedule of Structural Elements: for use by future 
owners, this will provide a recommended schedule of inspection and maintenance 
requirements for all structures that interact with the dike. 

iii) Building Drainage: detail how any proposed drainage system will operate such that 
they will not negatively impact the dike or the storm sewer system. 

iv) Construction Methodology: detail construction activities/methodologies that will be 
used and how they may impact the dike. 

c . The provision of a statutory right·of-way (SR W) agreement granting the City permission 
and access to maintain or remove encroaching structures. 

d. A provision that the Owner shall be responsible for on·site restoration and grade 
transition works to provide ~m appropriate interface between the development and any 
future higher dikc. 
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Financial Impact 

No financial impact to the City is anticipated as a result oftbe proposed development. 

Concl usion 

Patrick Caner Architect Inc. has applied on behalf afthe owner Legacy Park Lands Limited to 
develop its last remaining development parcel in its waterfront community. The proposed 
development provides 60 units of much needed market rental apartment housing along with 
community meeting space and limited commercial space. The applicant has demonstrated the 
feasibility of accommodating the proposed density within a building that responds to its context 
and a site specific rental residential parking rate. Further design development will occur through 
the required Development Permit process. On this basis, staff recommends support for this 
development proposal. 

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

SB:blg 

Attachment I: Location Map & Aerial Photo of 14000 & 14088 Riverport Way 
Attachment 2: Conceptual Development Plans 
Attachment 3: Development Application Data Sheet 
Attachment 4: Development Application Chronology 
Attachment 5: Zoning text amendment Considerations 
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City of Richmond 
6911 No.3 Road 
Richmond, Be V6Y 2Cl 
WIAW.richmond.ca 
604-276-4000 

ZT 11-565675 

Address: New Building Proposal at 14000 Riverport Way 

Applicant: Patrick Cotter Architect Inc. 

Attachment 3 

Development Application 
Data Sheet 

Planning Area(s) : -,-F"ra"s",e"-r-"L"a"n,,-ds~ ______________________ _ 

't lt- ·,. Existing Proposed 

Owner: Legacy Park Lands limited No change 

Site Size (m21: 2,642.3 m2 No change 

Land Uses: Vacant 
Market rental apartment housing, 
community amenity and commercial 

DC? Designation: limited Mixed Use No change 

Zoning: 
Low Rise Apartment (ZLR) -

Text Amendment 
Riverport 

60 market rental apartments 
Number of Units: Vacant 68.3 m2 CRU 

83.6 m2 community meeting space 

Lot Coverage - Building: Max. 46% Approx. 33% None 

Steveston Highway Min. 1 m 2.3 m to 3.7 m 
Riverport Min. 2m Omt03.7m None 
Side yard Min. 8.5 m 8.5 to 16.7 m 

nfa 

Height (m) Max. 22.5 m 22.5 m None 

Parking 
Resident 72 72 
Visitor 12 12 
Commercial (3) (Visitor Spaces) None 
Accessible (2) (2) 
14088 Riverport Way 31 31 

Small Car Parking Spaces: Max. 50% 49% (56 Spaces) None 

Amenity Space - Indoor: Min. 100 m2 125.4 m2 None 

Amenity Space - Outdoor: Min. 360 m2 617.8 m2 None 

331~841 
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ATTACHMENT 4 

Chronology of Previous, Development Applications at Waterstone Pier 
(1 4000, 14088, 14100, 14200 & 14300 Riverport Way, formerly 14791 Steveston Highway) 

Year ..cvmTication No. Deseri tion and Status 
1997 RZ 97-117077 0 The property was (ezo~~~)~o ~Athletjcs and Entertainment (AEr from 

"Licht I ndustrial District 12 ·. 
1998 SD 97-122612 0 The City and Legacy Park l ands Ltd. completed a subdivision and land 

exchange to create development site, for dyking and to provide access to 
City lands to north. 

1998 DP 97-1 22639 0 A Development Permit was issued to allow the subdivision provided that 
identified ESA's in the eastern portion of the area and on parts of the 
shoreline were oreserved. 

2000 DP 99-170431 0 A Development Permit was issued for a concert hall. 
0 The Dl3velooment Permit fansed on Januarv 24 2002. 

2002 RZ 02-199258 0 A Rezoning and Official Community Plan amendment was submitted for 
a mixed-use development consisting of rental housing, condominiums, 
dormitories, commercial use and recreational facilities . 

0 The bylaws 7370 & 7371 had Public Hearing and Third Reading on 
June 1 7, 2002. 

0 The GVRD rejected the OCP amendment to the Regional Context 
Statement on October 29, 2002. 

0 The proposal was reviewed and refined . The bylaws were abandoned 
on June 23 2003. 

2003 RZ 03-234655 0 A Rezoning and Official Community Plan amendment was approved for 
a mixed-use development consisting of rental housing, condominiums, 
dormitories. commercial use and recreational facilities in 5 buildings. 

0 The orevious Rezonina application was similar. 
2004 DP 04-269797 0 A Development Permit was issued for 3 market residential buildings 

(14100, 14200 & 14300 Riverport Way) and 1 rental residential building 
(140613 Riverport Way). 

0 The design of the rental residential building (1 4088 Riverport Way) was 
amended throuah General Comoliance in 2010. 

2005 SD 03-246840 0 A subdivision was completed to create Riverport Way and 3 
development parCe!~~.14000, 14088 and 14100/14200/ 
14300 Riverport Wa . 

2005 SA 02-218175 0 A Servicing Agreement was executed for the design and construction of: 
Riverport Way; Steveston Highway; riveriront plaza, piers and float; dike 
roadway, walkway and improvements; and parking and walkway in the 
City lands to north. 

0 A large proportion of the works are constructed and under maintenance. 
Temporary frontage improvements need to be replaced with permanent 
works adjacent to the remaining undeveloped lot at 
14000 Riveroort Wav. 

2011 ZT 11-565675 0 Current rental residential orooosal submitted for consideration. 

331~&41 
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Zon ing Text Amendment Considerations 
14000 & 14088 Riverport Way 

ZT 11-565675 

ATTACHMENT 5 

Prior to final adoption of Zoning Text Amendment Bylaw 8811, the developer is required to complete the 
following: 

1. Discbarge existing perpetuity covenant registered on title of both the 14000 & 14088 Riverport Way lots 
(BV45992J). 

2 . Registration of a site specific Hous ing Agreement on title of both the 14000 & 14088 Riverport Way lots to 
secure 140 market rental apartment housing units, the combined habitable floor area of which shall comprise 
aU of the subject development's total residential building area (based on the total pennined residential 
FAR), with the exception of other pertnined uses at the ground floor level of 14000 Riverport Way. and 
prohibiting subdivision or strata-titling (consol idation is pennitted). Occupants of the market rental 
apartment housing units shall enjoy full and unlimited access to and use of all on-s ite indoor and outdoor 
amenity spaces prov ided on that property. The terms ofthe Housing Agreements shall indicate that they 
apply in perpetuity and provide for the following: 

Property Number of Units Total Residential Floor Area 

14000 Riverport Way 60 Aoorox. 4,966.2 m2 

14088 Rlve",ort Way 80 Aoprox. 4 489.5 m2 

Total 140 Approx. 9,455.7 m2 

3. Registration ofa lega l agreement on title oftne 14000 Riverport Way lot to secure a meeting room for 
community use (min. 74.3 m2 room area) to benefit the 14000 & 14088 Riverport Way lots and strata plan 
BCSI965 (14100, 14200 & 14300 Rlverport Way). 

4. Discharge existing offsite parking agreement covenants, easement, and priority agreements registered on 
titIe of both the 14000 & 14088 Riverport Way lots for access to/from the underground parking structure 
and securing 43 off-s ite parking spaces (881703862 through to BB 1703867). 

5. Registration of a legal agreement on title or the 14000 Riverpon Way lot to secure: 

a. Vehicle access to/from the underground parking structure for the 14088 Riverport Way lot. 

b. 15 resident parking spaces, 24 hours a day. 7 days a week, for tne 14088 Riverport Way lot. 

c. 16 visitor parking spaces, 24 how's a day, 7 days a week, for the 14088 Riverport Way lot. 

6. Registration of a legal agreement on title of the 14088 Riverport Way lot to allow access/egress of 
pedestrians to/from tbe underground parking northeast exit stairwel l on the 14000 Riverport Way lot. 

7. The granting of a Statutory Right-of-Way for Public·Rights-of-Passagc purposes on title of the 14000 
Riverport Way lot for the boulevard a.nd sidewalk at the southwest corner (design and construction of works 
secured via SA 02-218175). 

8. The granting of a Statutory Right-of-Way for utilities purposes on title of the 14000 Riverport Way lot for 
the bou levard and sidewalk at the southwest comer (design and construction of works secured via SA 02-
218175). 

9. Discharge existing noise covenant registered on title of the 14000 Riverport Way lot (BV45992I ). 
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10. Registration of a Noise Sensitive Use Restrictive Covenant on Title of the 14000 Riverport Way lot to 
ensure mitigation of industrial and railway noise potential (branch line) is incorporated into dwelling un it 
design and construction to achieve the following: 

a. indoor sound level criteria (with d~)ors and windows closed): 

Portion of Dwelling Unit Maximum Noise Levels (decibels) 

Bedrooms 35 dB 

Living, dining, and recreation rooms 40 dB 

Kitchen, bath, hallways, and utility rooms 45 dB 

b. indoor thennal comfort standard (with doors and windows closed throughout all seasons): ASHRAE 
55·2004 "Thennal Environmental Conditions for Human Occupancy" 

II. Registration of a Dike Maintenance Agreement CDMA) on title of the 14000 Riverport Way lot, including: 
a. A provision fo r structures to encro:ach within the minimum 7.5 m setback from the dike right-of-way 

(flood plain designation and protection Bylaw 8204). The structures shall be for the purpose of 
habitable space, parking, vehicle a:nd pedestrian circulation, and subsurface structure(s) that have been 
engineered to support a future raised dike. The Owner shall be solely responsible for liability and 
maintenance of encroachments to the City'S satisfaction. The Owner shall be responsible at the Owner 's 
cost to maintain structure(s) or reinstate dike toe approved by the Province. 

b. The provision of an Engineering Report with spec ifications to the satisfaction of the City, as an 
attachment to the DMA, and ifrequired, addressed to the City. The report shou ld address all aspects of 
the development that have the pote:ntial to adversely impact the dike. Aspects should include but nor be 
limited to: 

I. Structural Building Integrity: all structures will be designed to accommodate a future dike height of 
5.5m (note: all elevations are based on the City'S HPN benchmark datum) plus dike maintenance 
vehicle loading (H20). 

Ii . Inspection and Maintenance Schedule of Structural Elements: for use by fu ture owners, this wil l 
provide a recommended schedule of inspection and maintenance requirements for all structures that 
interact with the dike. 

iii. Building Drainage: detail how any proposed drainage system will operate such that they will not 
negatively impact the dike or the stonn sewer system. 

IV. Construction Methodology: de:tail construction activities/methodologies that will be used and how 
they may impact the dike. 

c . The provision of a statutory righH)f-way (SRW) agreement granting the City permission and access to 
maintain or remove encroaching S1:ructures. 

d. A provision that the Owner shall be responsible for on-site restoration and grade transition works to 
provide an appropriate interface bf~tween the development and any future higher dike. 

12. City acceptance of the developer's offi!r to vo luntarily contribute $0.75 per bui ldable square foot (e.g. 
$40,742) to the City's public art fund or towards installation of Public Art onsite through participation in the 
City's Public Art Program. 

13. The submission and processing of a Development Permit* com pleted to a level deemed acceptable by the 
Director of Development. 

14. Ministry of Environment approval, in ,:i fonn acceptable to the Director of Development. 

15 . Provincial Dike Authority approval, in a fonn acceptable to the Director of Engineering. 

3316848 
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Prior to future Development Permit· Issuance. the developer must complete the following requirements: 

• finalize parking layout and Transportation Demand Measures (TOMs), which include: 

a. Voluntary contribution towards a bus shelter and bus pad at the existin g bus StOP at Steveston Highway 
and Entertainment Boulevard ($25~OOO), and 

b. Voluntary contribution towards a special crosswalk on Steveston Hjghway al Entertainment Boulevard 
with wheelchair ramps ($45,000). 

• Submission of a Title summary report of existing charges on Title, with lawyer's assessment 
recommendations on whether charges/modifications/discharges are required to achieve tbe development 
proposal. 

Prior to future Bui lding Permit· Issuance, the developer must complete tbe following requirements : 

• Incorporation of accessibility measures in Building Permit (SP) plans as detennined via the Rezoning 
andlor Development Penn it processes. 

• Submission of a Construction Parking and Traffic Management Plan to the Transportation Division. 
Management Plan shall include location for parking for services, deliveries, workers, loading, application 
for any lane closures, and proper construction traffic controls as per Traffic Control Manual for works on 
Roadways (by Ministry of Transportation) and MMCD Traffic Regulation Section 01570. 

• Registration of a geotecbnicaVsubsidence covenant on title to the lands, if needed. 

• Registration of an alternative solution (Building Code equivalency) covenant on title to the lands, if needed. 

• Obtain a separate Building Pennit· (B:P) 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. 

Note: 

• 
• 

This requires a separate application. 

Where the Director of Development deem.'S appropriate, the preceding agreements are to be drawn not only as personal 
covenants of the property owner but also as covenants pursuant to Section 2 [9 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. Al[ 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 enacrment 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 fonn and content satisfactory to the Director of Development. 

Signed copy on file 

Signed Date 

33168.18 
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City of 
Richmond 

Richmo.nd Zoning Bylaw 8500 
Amendment Bylaw 8811 (ZT 11 -565675) 

14000 AND 14088 RIVERPORT WAY 

Bylaw 8811 

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

1) Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500 is amended by: 

a) Amending the title of the site specific zone to read" 18.14 Low to Mid Rise Apartment (ZLR 14) 
- Riverport" 

b) Amending 18. 14.1 (Purpose) to read "The zone provides for medium density. low to mid rise 
apartment housing, rental apartment housing, and limited commercial uses in the Riverport 
area." 

c) Amending 18.14.2 (Pennined Uses) and 18.14.11.1 (Other Regulations) to delete reference to 
"outdoor storage" 

d) Amending Section 18.14.4 (Pennitted Density) by inserting: 

"18.14.4.3 

18.14.4.4 

The maximum floor area ratio for Area A is increased by an additional 0.1 
floor area ratio provided that it is entirely llSed to accommodate amenity space 
or community amenity space. 

NOtwithstanding Section 18.14.4.2, the reference to "1.0" is increased to a higher 
density of " 1.91" ifprior to the first occupancy of the building, the owner: 

a) provides in the building rental apartment housing units and the 
combined habitable space of the total number of rental apartment 
housing units would comprise at least 50% of the total building area; 
and 

b) enters into a housing agreement with respect to the rental apartment 
housing units and registers the housing agreement against the title to 
the lot~ and files a notice in the Land Title Office." 

e) Amending clause \8.14.6.2.a (Minimum side yard) to read "Area A: 8.5 m fo r buildings and 
accessory buildings; 1.0 m for accessory structures;" 

f) Amending 18.14.7.1.a (permitted Heights) to read "Area A: 22.5 m;" 

33 18515 
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Bylaw 8811 Page 2 

g) Amending clause 18.14.\0.1 (OIl-site Parking & Load ing) to read "On-site vehicle and bicycle 
parking and loading shall be provided according to the standards set out in Section 7.0, except 
that: 

In the areas identified as Area "A" and Area "B" in Diagram 1 in Section 18.4.4.1 

aJ On-site parking shall be provided at the rate of: 
Minimum Number of Packing Spaces 

Residential Use Required per Dwelling Unit 

For Residents For Visitors 

Rental bousing, 1.32 0.2" 
apartment 

h) Deleting clause 18.14.10.2 (On-Site Parking & Loading) 

i) Deleting clause 18.14.11.3 (Other Regulations) 

j ) Amending clause \8 .14.11 (Other Regulations) by inserting: 

" 18.14.11.3 

18.14.11.4 

The following uses are only pennitted within the area identified as Area "A" in 
Diagram 1 in Section 18.14.4.1 , if any apartment housing use is limited to 
rental only and is secured by a housi ng agreement registered against the title to 
the lot in the UU'ld Title Office: 

a) housing, apartment; 

b) community care facility, minor; and 

c) home busrnless" 

For the purposes of this zone only. a housing agreement means an agreement in 
a fonn satisfactory to the City that restricts the occupancy of the dwelling unit 
to rental tenure." 

2) This Bylaw may be cited as "Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500. Amendment Bylaw 8811". 

FlRST READING 

PUBLIC HEARING 

SECOND READING 

THIRD READING 

OTHERREQUffiEMENTSSATIBFffiD 

ADOPTED 

MAYOR CORPORATE OFFICER 

"'"'''' f(lCHMONO 

APPROVED ., 

'" 0 byo;roctor 
or Solicitor 
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City of 
Richmond 

Report to Committee 

To: Planning Committee 

Joe Erceg, MCIP 

Date: September 13, 2011 

From: File: 
General Manager, Plann ing and Development 

Re: 2041 OCP Update: Third Round Public Consultation Findings 

Staff Recommendation 

I. That the following form the basis for the preparation of the 2041 OCP Update: 

a.) For Burkeville, allow granny flats and coach houses on a site by site rezoning basis; 

b.) For Edgemere, allow granny flats and coach houses on a site by site rezoning basis on 
lots backed by a lane; and 

c.) For Richmond Gardens and elsewhere, do not allow granny fl ats or coach houses (except 
where currently allowed Undi!T the Arterial Road Policy); 

2. That form and character guidelines for granny flats and coach houses be prepared for the 
2041 OCP Update; and 

3. That the 2041 OCP Update provide for a review of coach houses and granny flats in 
Burkeville and Edgemere in two years from adoption of the 2041 OCP Update. 

~eg'MCIP 
General Manager 
(604-276-4083) 

FOR ORIGINATING DEPARTMENT USE ONLY 

ROUTED To: CONCUR6NCE 
CONcd CE ;~~:MANAGER Development Applications Y~O 

Transportation Y NO 
!/ / 

RevIEwED BY TAG YES NO ReVIEWED BY CAO / ;gI NO 

1Lf~ 0 0 (;. .) L.::!.l 

3306S 17 
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Staff Report 

Origin 

Tn mid~2009, Council directed thatthe 1999 Official Community Plan be updaled to 2041. In 
October 2009, Council endorsed the: 

theme for the 2041 OCP Update as ':Towards a Sustainable Community"; 
2041 OCP Update work and public consu1tation program; and 
terms of reference for the main OCP studies (e.g., 204 1 Demographic and Employment 
Study. Community Energy and Emissions Plan CEEP, 2041 Employment Lands Strategy). 
Consultants were engaged for th{:se studies in 2010. 

In April 201 1, Council endorsed the draft 2041 ocr Concept and directed staff to proceed with a 
3rd round of public consultation regarding the Concept, and to consult with Burkevi lle, Edgemere 
and Richmond Gardens residents regarding poss ible granny nats and coach houses. This report 
presents the results. 

Part I: Granny flat and coach house options in Burkeville. Edgemere and Richmond 
Gardens; and 

- Part 2: The proposed 2041 OCP Update Concept. 

The 2041 OCP Update supports the fo llowing Council Term Goals: 

Council Term Goal #3: "Ensure the effective growth management/or the City through updating 
a/the OCP (and sub area plans) to reflect currenl realities andfUiure needr. " 

Council Term Goad #7: "Susfainabiliry and the Environment - Demonstrate leadership in and 
significant advancement o/Ille Ciry 's agenda Jar sustainability through the development and 
implemenlation 0/ a comprehensive strategy that among olher objectives includes incorporation 
slIslainabiUry inlo our Ciry poliCies and bylaws ". 

Background 

The 2041 OCP Update activities to dale are in Attachment 1. The purpose and status of all the 
204 1 OCP Studies are described in Attachment 2. AU studies will be completed in early 2012 
for integration into the 2041 OCP Update. 

Analysis 

Part 1: Granny Flat and Coach hOlUse Options in Burkeville, Edgemere and Richmond 
Gardens 

Coach House/Granny Flat Open Houses Consultation 

In May 2011 , invitation letters to attend the open houses were sent or dropped off at each 
household in Burkeville, Edgemere and Richmond Gardens. 

l106S17 
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Because of the two-week work stoppage by Canada Post during May 201 J, staff hand delivered 
the invitation letter to each household in Richmond Gardens and Edgemere. 

Newspaper ads were placed in the Richmond News and the Richmond Review a week prior to 
each open house. The ad included a coloured parcel-based map cfeach neighbourhood. For 
three evenings in June 201 1, open houses were held in Burkeville, Edgemere and Richmond 
neighbourhoods. At each open house, stall held a presentation on coach houses and granny flats 
followed by question and answer sessions. 

Attachment 3 contains the survey questionnaire that was avail able at !.he open houses and online 
on the City of Richmond and the LetsTALKrichmond website. The survey and packages of the 
display board material were also available at all community centres, libraries and at City Hall. 

Coach house/GraIUlY Flat Open HOllse Display Information 

Staff had received substantial public feedback during the October 2010 open houses about 
granny flats and coach houses. Residents in support of these housing forms wanted adequate 
policies and guidelines to ensure quality developments and neighbourhood fit. Therefore, the 
display material (Attachment 4) contained substantial information, photos and site plans about 
proposed requirements and guideline.s including: 

Development requirements (e.g.) maximum unit size, density, height, site layout and 
setbacks, private out door space, parking requirements); 
Design guidelines to ensure quality developments and neighbourhood fit (e.g., build ing 
facades, windows, building materials and colours, visibility, access, landscaping, including 
lane landscaping, decks and balconies) ; and 
Sustainable design options (solar power, rainwater collection systems), where feasible. 

Due to concerns about privacy and overlook, only one-storey granny flats were proposed in 
neighbourhoods. One-storey granny :flats were only to be allowed on properties without lanes. 
For properties with lanes, both one-storey granny flats and coach houses wo uld be allowed. 
Where both can be considered on a lot, only a coach house or a graJUly flat is allowed. 

Coach house/Granny Flat Survey Questions 

The survey asked whether residents support (yes), didn't support (no), or were unsure (unsure) 
about permitting granny flats and/or coach houses in their neighbourhood. For each housing 
type, the survey also asked whether residents preferred: 

That thc City amend the Zoning Bylaw to allow granny flats or coach houses in their 
neighbourhood without having to go through a site specific rezoning process and that only a 
building permit wou ld be required; OR 
That each property owner should go through a site specific rezoning prior to obtaining a 
building permit. 

In total , 151 paper copies and 14 online surveys representing 132 households in the three 
neighbourhoods were returned. The section below describes the consultation findings for each 
neighbourhood. 

J306SI7 
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1. Burkeville Granny Flat and Coach House Consultation 

The table below shows the number of invitation letters delivered, open house attendance and 
survey response in Burkevi ll e. 

Coach housl!fGranny Flat Consultation in Burkeville 

No. of Households Invited Open House Attendance # of ~UNey Res~~~ses 
to the Ooen House [bv household 

Burlo:;eville 277 37 46 

Burkeville Proposals for Granny jIats and Coach houses 

Burkeville still retains a substantial amount of its original early 1940's housing stock. 
(Burkeville was established during World War II to house workers in the Boeing aircraft plant 
and other local aircraft industries on Sea Island.) The housing stock is predominantly smaller 
one storey single family homes on lots backed by lanes. Comments from Burkeville residents 
during the last few decades suggest that residents want to retain the historic character of their 
neighbourhood as much as possible. There is also limited transit to this neighbourhood and there 
are resident concerns abo ut on street and back lane parking obstructing traffic flow and access 
along the narrow roads and back lam:s. Staff considered that on Burkeville properties, coach 
houses and granny flats could be considered but the existing house must not contain a secondary 
suite in order to avoid parking probkms and fit the buildings on the small lots. 

Given these considerations, the following was proposed for considering granny flats or coach 
house options in Burkeville: 

permit coach houses and granny flats on the condition that the existing house or the existing 
floor area is retained. (note: the retention of the existing house is consistent with the previous 
two rezoning applications for coach houses in Burkeville.); and 
the existing house must not contain a secondary suite, if a granny flat or coach house is 
cons idered. 

Coach hous.e and Granny Flat Proposals for Burkeville ... , Retention of existing Secondary suite Granny flat permitted Coach house 
house required permitted in house permitted 

Burkeville 
(entire area has Ye, No Yeo y", 
lanes) 

Burkeville Sliney Findings 

The table and section below summarizes the 46 responses to the survey questions in Burkevi lle. 
Mapped responses for Burkeville residents are in Attachment s. 

l306S 17 
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' Flats I fo, ; 

1. Doyoul Ithe Idea of I ,flats In you" 
Yes No 

Tolal - 46 
I (42) 91% (4) .~. 0 

~ If yes, d!:.~o~" 
Option 1: The i amend the Zoning Bylaw to allow granny flats in your neighbourhood by Building Perm it? 
OR 
Option 2: Each property owner request the City to amend the zoning Bylaw after a Public Hearing to allow a 
granny flat on their own property? 

I by BUil~lng Permit ~i~!I~~:~ifiC Rezoning by owner 

~ (total responses = 43) I (41 ) 95% (2) 5% 

3. I the Idea of I ; I co,eh ,'n you" 

, (tol., ,= 40) I (41 ) 0.'. (5) 11% 0 

:!: If yes, '." ~. p,efe, Ih!" 
Option 1: The City amend the Zoning BylclW to allow coach houses in your neighbourhood by Building 
Permit? OR 
Option 2: Each property owner request the City to amend the Zoning Bylaw after a Public Hearing to allow a 
coach house on I 

I by 1 ,Pe~1t ~r.!;~~2 I by owne, 
I (40) (2) 

To'all 

Burkeville Survey Highlights 

Burkeville had the highest support for both housing options with 91% in support (said "yes") 
fo r coach houses and 89% in sUPlPort (said "yes") for granny flats; 
In Burkeville. fo r those that supported granny flats and coach houses, there was very high 
support for the building pennit option for both housing types (95% for coach houses and 
95% for granny flats); and 
For those respondents that provided their addresses on the survey. mapping the location of 
their residences show that survey respondents were di stributed evenly throughout Burkeville. 

2. Edgemere Granny Flat and Coach House Consultation 

The table below shows the number of invitation letters delivered. open house attendance and 
survey responses in Edgemere. 

Coach house/Grann Flat Consultation in Ed emere 
No. of Households Invited Open House Attendance # of Survey 

to the Open House Responses (by 
household) 

Ed emere 545 65 36 

n06!17 
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Edgemere Proposals for Granny Flats and Coach Houses 

Since there is a mixture of lots with lanes (266) and lots without lanes (72), granny flats (not 
coach houses) were proposed for the laneless lots. For the lane lots, both granny flats and coach 
houses were proposed 

Coach house and Granny Flat Proposals for Edgemere 

Retention of Secondary suite Granny fla t Coach 
Area existing house house 

required 
permitted in house perm itted 

permitted 
Edgemere (area with No Yes Yes No no lanes) 
Edgemere (area with No Yes Yes Yes lanes) 

Edgemere Survey Findings 

The table and section below summarizes the 46 responses to the survey questions. Mapped 
responses for Edgemere residents are in Attachment 6. 

Granny Flats and Coach houses Survey Findings for Edgemere 
Granny flats 
1. 00 you support the idea of permitting ~Jranny flats in your nei hbourhood? 

Yes No Unsure 

Edgemere (total responses'" 36) (22) 61% (1 4) 39% 0 

2. If yes, do you prefer that: 
Option 1: The City amend the Zoning Bylclw to allow granny flats in your neighbourhood by 
Building Permit? OR 
Option 2: Each property owner request the City to amend the zoning Bylaw after a Public Hearing to 
allow a granny flat on their own property? 

Option 1 Option 2: 
by Bullding Permit Site SpeCific Rezoning by 

owner 
Edgemere (total responses 24) (19) 79% (5) 21% 

Coach houses 
3. 00 you support the idea of permitting coach houses in your neighbourhood? 

Yes No Unsure 
Edgemere (total responses - 22) (20) 54% (14) 38% (3) 8% 

4. If yes, do you prefer that: 
Option 1: The City amend the Zoning Bylclw to allow coach houses In your neighbourhood by 
Building Pennit? OR 
Option 2: Each property owner request the City to amend the Zoning Bylaw after a Public Hearing 
to allow a coach house on their property? 

Option 1 Option 2 
by Building Perm it Site Specific Rezoning by 

owner 

33~5 1 1 
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Granny Flats and Coach houses Survey Findings for Edgemere 
Edgemere (total responses = 22) I (19) 86% I (3) 14% 

Edgemere Survey Highlights 

Edgemere also had very high support for both housing options with 61 % in support (said 
"yes") for coach houses and 54% in support (said "yes") for granny flats; 
Edgemere, residents were generally interested and asked many questions about the coach 
house and grarmy flat proposals. In particular, residents wanted to be informed about how the 
servicing (sewer/water connections and other utilities such as hydro); 
In Edgemere, for those that supported granny fl ats and coach houses, there was also very 
high support for the building pennit option for both hous ing types (79% for granny flats and 
86% for coach houses); 
For those respondents that provided their addresses on the survey, mapping the location of 
their residences in each neighbou.rhood provided the following infonnation: 

Survey respondents were distributed evenly throughout the area; 
For granny flats in Edgemere, out of the 15 respondents that supported granny flats, 4 
out of the 15 respondents who gave support lived on lane)css lots; Out of 10 that did not 
support granny flats , 3 lived on laneless lots. (Note: The majority of properties in 
Edgemere have Janes.); 
For coach houses in Edgemere, mapping shows that 100% (14 out of 14 respondents) 
whose properties backed onto lanes supported coach houses. For the eleven (1 1) 
respondents who properties did not back onto lanes, four (36%) did not support coach 
houses; 

3. Richmond Gardens Granny Flat and Coach House Consultation 

The table below shows the number of invitation letters delivered, open house attendance and 
survey response in Richmond Gardens. 

No. of Households Invited Open House Attendance # of Survey Resp~)nses 
Richmond Gardens to the Ope!n House (by household 

585 73 50 

Richmond Gardens Proposals for Granny Flats 

Since the entire neighbourhood is composed of laneless lots, only granny flats were proposed in 
Richmond Gardens and no coach houses. The following table summarizes the specific proposals 
for eaeh neighbourhood. 

Richmond Gardens Coach house and Granny Flat Proposals 

Retention of 
Secondary suite Granny flat Coach house 

Area existing house 
reQuired penn/tted in house penn/tted pennitted 

Richmond Gardens No Yes Yes No 

3306511 
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Mapped responses for Richmond Gardens are in Attachment 7. 

Richmond Gardens Survey Findings 

Richmond Gardens Survey Resconses for Grannv Flats and Coach houses 
Grann flats 
1. Do ou su ort the Idea of rmittin rann nats in our nei hbourhood? 

Ves No Unsure 

Richmond Gardens (Total responses SO) (22) 44% (27) 54% (1) 8% 

2. If yes, do you prefer that: 
Option 1: The City amend the Zoning Bylaw to allow granny flats in your neighbourhood by Building 
Permit? OR 
Option 2: Each property owner request the City to amend the Zoning Bylaw after a Public Hearing to allow a 
granny flat on their own property? 

Option 1 Option 2: 
by Building Permit Site Specific Rezoning - by owner 

Richmond Gardens (Total responses :=>23) (18) 78% (5) 22% 

·Coach houses were not fO esed in Richmond Gardens as the entire nei hbourhood is com osed of lanefess fats 

Richmond Gardens Survey HighlighlS 

Richmond Gardens had the highest open house participation (73 attendees) but had the 
lowest support (54% said "no" to granny fl ats). At the Richmond Gardens open house, 
residents expressed that granny flats would be obtrusive because of the lack of back lanes; 
As a general observation, particu.larly in the Richmond Gardens open house, there were many 
comments by residents about a perception that there is a widespread proliferation of illegal 
suites and mega homes that contained several suites. There were also many comments that 
suggested that the City could do more to enforce such matters. (City staff are looking in to 
these issues.) 

Granny Flat and Coach house Verbatim Comments Attachment 8 

In general, residents mentioned the. many benefits and concerns of the granny flats and coach 
houses that were mentioned in the October 201 0 citywide survey: 

Benefits 
allows a way to preserve older houses (building a granny flat or coach house to reach the 
same maximum density allowed on the lot); 
providing extra income; 
give more housing flexibility (e.g. , for couples, seniors); 
creating lower cost housing for renters; and 
maximizes the use of land and floor space. 

Concerns 
increased neighbourhood traffic; 
loss of back yard and green space; 
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possible loss of privacy from overlook; 
creation of more impermeable surfaces on the lots; 
increased noise; and 
will change the dynamic of the neighbourhood for the worse and depreciate property 
values. 

Coach house and Granny Flat Recommendations 

Even though there was high support for granny flats and coach houses in Burkeville and 
Edgemere, and high support in these neighbourhoods for amending the Zoning Bylaw so that 
owners can apply by building pennit only. staff recommend the following incremental approach 
to considering coach houses and grarmy flats in the next few years to ensure community 
acceptance as they are built : 

For the 2041 OCP Update, staJJrecommend thot : 

For Burkeville (all Burkeville properties are backed by lanes), allow granny flats and coach 
houses on a site by site basis thro ugh individual rezoning applications; 
For Edgemere, for properties backed by lanes, allow granny fl ats and coach houses on a site 
by site basis through individual n~zoning app lications; 
For Edgemere, for properties not backed by lanes, do not consider granny flats or coach 
houses; 
For Richmond Gardens, (all properties are not backed by lanes), do not cons ider granny flat's 
or coach houses (There are no lots backed by lanes in Richmond Gardens; therefore these 
coach houses were not proposed); and 
For Other Areas In Richmond, do not consider granny flats and coach houses after the 2041 
OCP Update is approved. 

For {he OCP Update, incorporate the/allowing info the chapter on "Connected 
Neighbourhoods ": 

Maps of Burkeville and Shellmont Local Planning Areas to show that the following areas 
will be considered for coach houses and granny flats; 

For Burkeville, the entire neighbourhood will be considered for coach houses and granny 
flats; and 
For Shell mont, the Edgemere neighbourhood will be shown with a notation that coach 
houses and granny flats will be considered only o n lots backed by lanes. 

Coach house and granny flat polic ies will have land use, density, maximum height and on 
site parking requirements; and design guidelines to provide direction for elements such as 
building facades, roof pitch, window treatments, size and location; building materials, 
colours, privacy elements, landscaping, lane landscaping, decks and balconies and private out 
door space; and 
Sustainable design elements as optional requirements where feasible (solar power, rainwater 
collection systems). 

33065\ 7 
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After the 204 J DCP is approved, sta:/J recommend: 
- Monitoring the development of coach houses and granny flats for neighbourhood acceptance 

and quality of development; 

- After a two year period, conduct a community survey, too see if the new housing fonns are 
successful and accepted by Burkeville and Edgemere residents and consider amending the 
Zoning Bylaw so that property owners will not be required to submit a rezoning application 
and only a building pennit wi lt b~ required. 

Part 2: OCP Update Concept Community Consultation, Findings and Recommendations 

2041 ocr Update Concept Public Consultation 

In May and June 2011, staff held eight (8) open houses at City Hall and conununity centres 
across the City about the draft April 2011 OCP Update Concept contained in Attachment 9. 

Attachment 10 contains a summary of the ocr Update Concept Consultation program 
including venues, dates and open house attendance and the online "LetsT ALKrichmond" 
discussion forum activity. 

Attacbment 11 contains the OCP Update Concept disp lay board material that was presented at 
the open houses. 

Attachment 12 contains the 2041 OCP Update Concept Comment Sheet and Attachment 13 
contains the verbatim comments. 

2041 ocr Concept Comment Sheet Feedback 

Residents were asked to fill out a comment sheet about the proposed Apri l 11, 20 11 OCP 
Concept. The comment sheet asked whether the vision, goals and objectives in the ocr Conce.pt 
provide the direction necessary to prepare the 204 1 OCP Update and to move Richmond towards 
a more sustainable future. The comment sheet had a space for people to provide their comments 
about the vision, goals and 12 objectives and whether anything had been left out. 

There were thirty-five (35) responses. Fifteen (43%) respondents either strongly agreed o r agreed 
that the OCP Concept provided enough direction. Ten (29%) respondents were neutral and ten 
(29%) disagreed. 

Highlights of verbatim response 

In general, most people found that the OCP Concept was well done, that the City was on track, 
and that they were looking forward to seeing what Richmond might look like in thirty years. 
Many felt that there was no choice but for the City to become more sustainable and every effort 
must be made, no matter what oppos_ition and that it would take political courage to implement 
the OCP Concept goals. The most mentioned topics and comments reflect what has been heard 
in previous ocr consultation rounds and are summarized below under the relevant OCP 
Concept topics. 

331)6S17 
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Vision and Goals 
A good start, but need more 'research on different approaches to sustainability, including 
reviewing best practices from outside Canada; 
Densification at key places and providing more housing choices is the only way forward; 
Policy choices should reflect an emphasis on energy conservation; 
The emphasis placed on notions of accessibility is timely because an aging population 
wi ll need an improved transit system, improved cycling and pedestrian routes and 
universally accessible housing in apartments, granny flats , single family homes and 
townhouses. Shopping and services must eventually all become within walking distance; 
and 
For the city's neighbourhoods to be connected and accessible, more green space, more 
shops and services within walking distance. 

In general, residents wanted assurance that the OCP Update will contain policies to support and 
provide for: 

Connected Neighbourhoods with Special Places 
Densification to improve and support shopping and services close to where people live; 
More housing choice and more affordable housing options (e.g., townhouse, coach house 
or granny flats); 
Pedestrian oriented compact neighbourhoods; a vibrant streetscape and pedestrian realm; 
Improved look and appearance of single family homes; and 
An enhanced neighbourhood identity. 

- Vibrant City: Arts, Culture and Heritage/ Recreation and Community Wellness 
More public spaces to bring people together; 
More events like the Ozone, but not always in the City Centre. Program events in places 
such as City Hall, Cambie High School or the East Richmond Community Centre; and 
More community amenities, especially for families and seniors. 

Agriculture and Food 
Policies For food security and to encourage food production; 
Restrict development (builrungs and residences) on farmland; 
Preserve the agricultural lands; and 
Restrict the use ofpesticides. 

Sustainable Infrastructure and Resources 
Conservation and sustainability education needs to start at early level- kindergarten to 
grades 3 and 4; and 
Implementation of energy conservation programs and plans to retrofit existing bui ldings . 

Mobility and Access 

330M17 

More transportation options, especially transit in all directions; 
Priority to pedestrians and cyclists in the provision of routes and safety; 
Improve the accessibility ofthe City's sidewalks; 
More cycling storage; more racks for bikes in front of stores; 
Keep bus fares to a minimum; increase rapid transit capability (e.g. , more trains on the 
Canada Line); 
Some suggested to allocate whole lanes for transit and bikes; 
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More roads in and out of Richmond; 
Make parking more expensive; 
More lax on veh icles; 
Street parking by permit only on all streets with 3.5 km of Oval; 
Monitor ridership on the Canada Line, and when it reaches capacity; ensure that added 
capacity is provided (especially with planned development along Cambie corridor in 
Vancouver); and 
More responsible and accowltable leaders in transit; elected transit authority. 

Ecological Nct\\lork, Open Space and Public Realm 
Many mentioned the intrinsi~: value of the Garden City Lands (wide open expanse and 
sense of space); 
Provide more access to the Fraser River foreshore; 
Preserve the C ity's parks and historic areas such as SteveSlon, Garry Point and Terra 
Nova Park; and 
lmprove the protection of natural areas and watercourses, especially the Fraser River. 

Climate Change 
Begin planning and preparing for the effects of climate change such as sea level rise 
(i.e., dike upgrades). 

Safe City 
Ensure that there is emergency response planning as part of the OCP Update (e.g., for 
natural occurrences such as earthquakes). 

Jobs and Economy 
Retain the high jobs to people ratio and retain the high numbers of residents who li ve 
and work in Richmond compared to other municipalities. 

For those that disagreed or stTongl y d isagreed, most comments were related to mixed and 
negative vicws about the impacts tha't future population growth and densification of single family 
neighbourhoods would bring, including: 

Densification is not an appealing concept, population increase will have a huge impact on the 
quality of life; densification in thl;: downtown core has been very disappointing (Brighouse) ; 
Apartments are boxlike, dull and drab. Make them more visually appealing, interesting and 
creative; 
Need more information about where future park land and services would be implemented; 
what population growth would entail for Richmond's neighbourhoods; 
Don't allow multi family housing in all neighbourhoods; keep density in the downtown core; 
accommodate people in a wide variety of different types of neighbourhoods, townhouses and 
3 storey buildings outside the City Centre and create morc of a neighbourhood than high. 
rises . 

3306S 17 
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LetsTALKrichmond Online Discussion Forums 

Between the launch of the letsTALK online website in July 2010 to date, L TR activity has been 
successful as fo llows: 

LetsTALKrichmond Activi 
July 2010 to 3 Round Activity 
August 2011 May 27 to June 30th 
News PaQe 

Type of Activity Number Number 
Pa e views 109,354 1,864 
Site visits 91 ,081 635 
Visitors 4,334 303 
Re istered visitors 268 18 
Average number of visitors per day 22 2 
Aver,,!g~ sla}, lime 2.50 3.10 
Documents downloaded 1,965 660 

The LetsT ALKrichmond online website was used for a one month period in between May 27 
and June 30, 2011 for a second round of discussion topics about the OCP Update Concept. The 
two discussion topics presented were similar to the OCP Concept survey questions. Residents 
were asked whether the vision, goals and objectives were in the OCP Concept provide the 
direction necessary to being to draft the OCP Update. The second discussion topic asked whether 
there was anything morc to add to thl! ideas and princ iples presented in the OCP Concept. 
Although there was much activity and several hund red visitors to the online site during June 
20 11 who sought information, very fi~w comments were posted to the discussion forum, City 
staff continue to encourage residents to post their comments. 

Stakeholder Letters (Attachment 14 and 15) 

Stakeholder Letters Lessons Learned ,. EcoWaste - The Employment Lands Strategy endorsed by 
- City of Richmond's Employment Lands Strategy has understated Council in July 201" determined that Richmond has 
the ra te of port-related growth to be expected' in Richmond and an adequate supply of employment lands: 
overstated the supply of land suitable for industrial use; - The future use of the Ecowasle properties that are 
- Since Ecowaste's lands have not been used for agriculture and within the ALR will be subject 10 City and Agriculture 
may not be suitable for farming when filling is complete, the City Commission policies and regulations; 
should make provision now for the future Industrial use of some or - The Urban Containment Boundary eslablished in 
all of Ecowaste's property north of Blundell Road; Regional Growth Strategy was the result of many 
·Rlchmond should amend its Urban Containment Boundary through years of consultation and was recently approved by the 
the Regional Context Statement by extend i n~1 the Urban Metro Vancouver Board in July 2011 . The City has no 
Containment Boundary north along Savage Hoad all the way to 
Granville Avenue. 

plans to change the UCB. 

2. Richmond School District Response letter from Mayor is in Attachment 16. 
4 The role of schools as being integral hubs for the community, - In preparing the 2041 OCP, the City will enhance the 
frequently used by local organizations and falTlilies for after school existing 1999 OCP policies which already include a 
programs and activities (e.g., day care, recre.ation) needs id not very extensive Education section (6.4). " In building on 
receive the prominent exposure in the OCP tllat it deserves: the existing OCP policies, examples of some 2041 
- School district has much to contribute to help Richmond remain OCP Concepts to better plan and integrate school and 
vibrant, especially the learning opportunities (e.g., continuing community needs include: 
education for adults): - Lifelong learning, safety for Kids, linking People, 
- Identification of potential school sites in the OCP is of primary Community and Nature. 
importance in planning for sustainable infrastructure - In preparing the 2041 OCP, additional policies to 

improve the role of schools can include: 
- As the City considers the densification of 
neighbourhood centres outside the City Centre to 
create more complete communities, where people can 
better work, lI .... e and play, schools will play an 
important role. as determined in consultation with the 
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Stakeholder Letters Lessons leamed 
School Board 
- The City and Board will continue their partnership to 
ensure thai Richmond residents have access to a 
range of educational, recreation, sport and community 
wellness opportunities, Including where any needed 
new school may best be located. 

2041 OCP Update Concept Recommendations 

That Staff proceed to draft the 2041 OCP Update based on the: 

- Coach house and gralUly flat recommendations in Part I; and 
- April 2011 OCP Update Concept and studies; and 

Next Steps 

In the fall of2011 , staff will begin drafting the 204 1 OCP Update (see the attachment for the 
status of studies). February 2012, the EnvironmentaHy Sensitive Areas (ESA) Strategy will be 
reviewed by Council followed by public, Agricultural Advisory Committee (AAC), Environment 
Advisory Commjttee (EAC) and affected property owners consultation. A revised ESA Strategy 
will be presented to Council in March-April 2012. In March-April 2012, it is anticipated that the 
2041 OCP Update will be brought forward for consideration and a public hearing. 

Financia l Impact 

None, as the 204 1 OCP Update is funded from existing budgets. 

Conclusion 

In 2009, Council initiated the 2041 OCP Update with a sustainability theme. The third round of 
consultation has now been completed and this report presents the responses regarding coach 
house and granny flat options in Burkeville, Edgemere and Richmond Gardens and the proposed 
2041 OCP Concept. As staff have already begun drafting the 2041 OCP, once Council endo.rses 
the recommendations contained in th is report, they will be incorporated into the 2041 OCP 
Update. All 204 1 ocr studies are to be completed in early 2012. The full 2041 OCP Update is 
anticipated to be finished in mid 2012 with Provincial approval of the complementary DeC 
bylaw afterwards. 

Ttl:: 
Policy Planning (4139) 

TICIJC:cas 
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June Ch.risty, Senior Planner 
Policy Planning (4188) 
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Attachments 

Attachment 1 Summary of OCP Update Activities 

Attachment 2 Main 2041 OCP Update Studies 

Attachment 3 Granny FlaUCoach House Survey Questions 

Attachment 4 Grannv Flat and Coach House 0 en House Disolav Boards 
Attachment 5 Burkeville Ne!iahbourhood Mao of Survey Resoonses 
Attachment 6 Edaemere N<:iahbourhood Mao of SurveY ResDonses 
Attachment 7 Richmond Gardens Mao of 5U/vev ResDonses 
Attachment 8 Grann FlaUCoach House Verbatim Comments 
Attachment 9 2041 OCP Update Conce t April 2010 draft 
Attachment 10 OCP con~~Pt and Housing Open House Program (venues, dates and 

attendance and Lets Talk Richmond Activitv" 
Attachment 11 2041 OCP Conceat Oisotav Boards 
Attachment 12 ocp undate Conceat Comment Sheet 
Attachment 13 2041 OCP Update Conce t Comment Sheet Verbatim Comments 
Attachment 14 Richmond School Board letter 
Attachment 15 Mavor Resoonse to School Board Letter 
Attachment 16 Ecowaste Letter 
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Attachment 1 

2041 OCP Update Activities frorn November 2009 to August 2011 
In November 2009, the first round of OCP public consultation was he ld with open houses and an 
DCP survey. Highlights of the first round survey results include that the City has strong building 
blocks (City Centre densification and ALR preservation) to enable it to move towards sustainability 
with : 

strong city poHtical leadership; 
senior government assistance; 
densification at key places such as mixed use neighbourhood centres outside the City Centre 
with amenities, shops and services close by ; 
more housing choices in the sin~l le family areas; 
improved transportation choices, and more natural areas, parks and green space. 

In May. 2010, Council approved an OCP Green House Gas (GHG) reduction target of 33 percent 
below 2007 levels by 2020, to succe:s.sfully meet Provincial legislation for OCP GHG target 
requirements; 
In July 2010, Council received the 2041 OCP Updale study entitled: ~ Community-Ievel Projections of 
Population, Housing & Employmenf . prepared by Urban Futures which identified population , housing 
and employment projections to assist in planning growth to 2041. The report presented staff options 
regarding potential new forms and locations of ground oriented housing (e.g., granny flats, coach 
houses, duplexes, fourplexes) , outsi(je the City Centre while maintaining employment and agricultural 
lands; 
In October and November 2010, the 2nd round of OCP public consultation was undertaken with five 
open houses and a survey on new housing types in single family areas and the future planning of 
neighbourhood centres outside the City Center; 

Citywide, a large percentage (49% to 56%) either strongly disagreed or disagreed with coach 
houses, granny flats or duplexes on lois located anywhere but on an arterial road; 
There was some support (over 50% in support) in specific areas for considering coach houses 
and granny flats; 
Most areas did not support the duplex housing form. Most mentioned that the look and size of 
existing duplexes in Richmond was very unappealing; 
Citywide, residents strongly supported (78% strongly agreed or agreed) more detailed future 
planning in consultation with the community for most neighbourhood centres; 
Although the citywide survey response rate (488) was useful , when the results were categorized 
into the 14 planning areas, an accurate sense of what area residents want was not captured , and 
it could not be determined if residents were in support, or not for granny flats and coach houses. 
For these reasons , it was felt thalt it would be worthwhile to consult further in certain areas prior to 
the OCP Update being finalized. Staff prepared criteria and three neighbourhoods were chosen 
based on criteria (degree of survey support, quantity and age of housing stock built before 1970, 
as such sites tend to redevelop); 
Although support for densification planning for neighbourhood centres was high; not all centres 
can be re-planned at once and priorities based on criteria were established (degree of survey 
support, age of the centre, need for improvements such as transportation and street 
beautification); 

In April 2011 , based on the 2nd round OCP findings , Council endorsed that: 

Regarding coach house and granny flat options: 
Prior to the OCP Update being finalized , more public consultation will lake place in Burkeville, 
Edgemere and Richmond Gardens to see if residents in these three areas want coach houses 
and granny fla ts. 

Regarding more conSUltation and planning to density neighbourhood centres outside the City Centre: 

33065 17 

City-led master planning processes and more consultation and planning to density 
neighbourhood centres be undertaken for East Cambie and Hamilton Neighbourhood Centres 
after the OCP Update is approved; 
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If the owners of Blundell and Ga:rden City shopping malls request in writing to initiate a 
neighbourhood centre densification planning process which the City will guide and they will 
undertake and pay for, such requests will be considered by Council; 
Densificatton of Seafair, Terra Nova and Ironwood neighbourhood centers is not to be considered 
in the 2041 OCP Update based on neighbourhood feedback over the tast 10 years and 
community comments made at tl1e open houses, which indicated that there is little wish to 
redevelop these Centres; 
The Broadmoor Neighbourhood Centre can continue its densification, as per the Broadmoor 
Neighbourhood Centre Master Plan approved by Council in 2010. 

In April 2011 , the 2041 Employment Lands Strategy was presented to Planning Committee for 
consideration. It included a summary of 2009 - 2041 employment strengths and an employment 
lands outlook to 2041 and some highlights include~ 

Richmond will continue to maintain its favourable job/worker ratio; 
City Centre will be the main employment area in the City; 
Richmond will remain one of the major industrial land providers in the Metro Vancouver region; 
There is no need to remove land from the AlR to meet 2041 projected employment needs; and 
Densification of aU types of employment lands needs to be encouraged in the future. 

In April 2011 , Council endorsed the draft 2041 OCP Concept, and that staff proceed with a 3rd round 
consultation process to solicit community input on the OCP Concept. The Concept presented a high 
level summary of the concepts upon which the OCP can be prepared. based on the consUltation, 
studies and research ; and 
Due to Its complexity , the Environme:ntally Sensitive Area (ESA) Strategy will take until January 2012 
to complete, as it Involves substantial and detailed study, and further analysis and publ jc consultation . 

)JO(j~17 
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Strategy 
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Granny Flats 

OCP J:,d Round Open House Survey 
Burkev illj~ , Richmond Gardens, Edgemere 

1. Do you support the idea of permitting granny flats in your neighbourhood? 

o o 
Yes No 

Comments: 

2. If yes, do you prefer that: 

o Option 1: 

ATTACHMENT 3 

o 
Unsure 

The City amend the Zoning Bylaw to allow granny flats in your neighbourhood by Building Permit? 

o Option 2: 

Each property owner reques'l the City to amend the Zoning Bylaw after a public Hearing to allow 
a granny flat on their own property? 

Comments: 

Coach Houses 

3. Do you support the Idea of permitting coach houses in your neighbourhood? 

o o o 
Yes No Unsure 

Comments: 

4. If yes, do you prefer that: 

o Option 1: 

The City amend the Zoning Bylaw to allow coach houses in your neighbourhood by Building Permit? 

o Option 2: 

Each property owner request the City to amend the Zoning Bylaw after a Public Hearing to allow a 
coach house on their own property? 

Comments: 

Please turn over and complete I;)ther s ide 

3226486 

-=--
-=--~Chmond 



PLN - 130

OCP 3:,d Round Open House Survey 
Burkevillo" Richmond Gardens, Edgemere 

Name 

Address 

Neighbourhood o Richmond Gardens o Edgemere o Burkeville 

E-mail 

Home Phone 

Work Phone 

Request 
Please fill out the survey form to let us know what you th ink about these proposed new, innovative 
forms of ground-oriented housing by Thursday, June 3D, 2011 . 

• Complete the survey form tonight and leave it in the drop off boxes provided at this open 
house; or 

• Take it home and mail orfa:( it back to the City of Richmond, 6911 NO.3 Road, Richmond, 
BC, V6Y 2C1 or 604-276-4052 (fax); or 

• E-mai l ittohburke@richmond.ca; or 

• Fill it out online at the City's web site or at www.letstalkrichmond.ca. the City's online 
discussion forum. 

Thank you very much 

Please use this space for any additional comments. 

Your comments will be considered by Richmond City Council in preparing the 2041 OCP. 

3226486 
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Towards a sustainable community ATTACHMENT 4 

Official Community Plan (OCP)-2041 Update 

Welcome to the Official Community 
Plan (OCP) public open house. 
2041 Update: Third round public consultation 
Purpose 

The purpose of this Open House is to: 
• Undertake more community consultation to see whether residents in Richmond Gardens, Edgemere and Burkeville wanl 

to consider granny flats andlor coach houses in their neighbourhoods; 

• Obtain your feedback on these proposed ne....l, inovative forms of ground-oriented housIng. 

Request 

Please fill out the survey form to let us know what you think by 
Thursday, June 30, 2011. 
• Complete the survey form tonight and leave it in the drop boxes provided at this Open House; 

• Take it home and mail or fax it back to the City of Richmond, 6911 NO. 3 Road. Richmond, Be V6Y 2( 1 
or 604-276-4052 (fax) 

• Email it to hburkeOrichmond.ca 
• Fill it out online at www.fetHdlkftchmond, the City's online discussion forum 

I fe/coming mlfl di,t'ersr • C011nectrd (lml accessihh' • l'ailled/or its spr-filll pluers • Adaptable 

Towards a sustaillable comnumity 
Official Community Plan {OCP)-2041 pdate: Third round public consultation ~Ridmond 
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Background 
The City of Richmond is in the process of updating its Official Community Plan (O(P). The O(P is the City's most important 
planning policy document that helps achieve the City's long-term vision, and what we want to be in the future as a 
community. The existing O(P was adopted in "1999 and helps the City manage to 2021 . 

In 2009, Richmond City Council directed that the OCP be updated to the year 2041 . Over the past 1 YJ years, City staff have 
been consulting with the public and various stakeholders on how the 2041 OCP Update can move Richmond Mtowards a 
sustainable communityM. One of the ways to do this is by considering new, innovative forms of ground-oriented housing 
outside the Ci ty Centre. 

In April 2011, Richmond City Council directed that prior to the 2041 O(P Update being finalized, more community 
consultation take place in the RIChmond Garcfem. fdg('mere and Bwi<('villE' areas to see if the residents in these three 
areas want to consider new, innovative forms of ground-oriented housing such as granny flat and coach house options. The 
intent of this public consultation process is to 9auge the level of support and interest in Richmond Gardens. Edgemere and 
Burkeville only. No other areas will be considen?d for granny flats and coach houses in the 2041 OCP Update. 

The following table provides a summary of the proposed new. innovative forms of ground-oriented housing that are 
described and illustrated in greater detail on the other display boards. 

Currently, Richmond Gardens, Edgemere and Burkeville permit single family houses and a secondary suite. Two rezoning 
applications have been approved in Burkeville which would permit a coach house on the condition that the existing single 
family house is retained and does not contain il secondary suite. There have been no rezoning applications to permit a 
granny flat or coach house in Richmond Gardens or Edgemere (i.e., these forms of housing would be new to these areas). 

Summary of proposed new, innovative forms of ground-oriented housing 
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Granny flat 

Applicable to 
Richmond Gardens 
Edgemere 
Burkeville-on the condition that the existing house as 
retained and does not contain a secondary slJite. 

Description 
A granny flat is a detached, self contained dWE!lIing located 
totally on the ground floor in the rear yard of a single family 
residential lot with or without lane access. 

Proposed locations 
Granny flats are proposed to be: 

1. The only new, innovative form of ground-oriented 
housing where there is no lane 
(i.e., coach houses would not be permitted in all of 
Richmond Gardens and a portion of the Edgemere area); 

2. The primary new building form for the majority of 
Burkeville which has a predominance of existing 1 storey 
single family houses, which are to be retain'ed. 

Maximum height 
A granny flat would have a maximum height of I storey or 
5 m (16% feet), whichever is the lesser. As such, the granny 
flat would be no higher than a typical 1 storey single family 
house or the maximum height of a detached garage or 
workshop. 

J d " I 

Roofs 
Flat roofs would not be permitted (unless built as a green 
roof used as an urban garden), and in order to provide 
architectural interest a roof pitch of around 6: 12 is 
proposed. 

Size 
In order to control the size of the granny flat, a minimum 
and maximum building area of between 33 m2 (355 tt2l 
and 70 m2 (755 tt2) is suggested. 

Setbacks 
The granny flat is proposed to be located a minimum of 
3 m (10 ttl from the single family house and 1.2 m (4 tt) 
from the side and rear lot lines. 

Density 
There would be no change in the permitted density and 
lot coverage currently allowed in the Richmond Gardens, 
Edgemere and Burkeville areas (i.e., the granny flat would 
not result in more building area than what is presently 
permitted upon redevelopment). 

Parking 
In addition to the minimum 2 parking spaces for the single 
family house, a minimum and maximum of I additional 
parking space would be required for the granny flat. 

Ifriromingmu/ diverse - C011lm1ed and nm's!j;ble - Va/m·t/for its sprria/ plares -lit/aplable 

Towards a sllstainahle commlmity 
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Granny flat continued 

Secondary suites 
A secondary suite would be permitted in the single family 
house only (an additional parking space could be provided 
for the secondary suite but is not required), but not in 
Burkeville where there concerns about parking and where 
there is a lack of transit services. 

Burkeville house retention 
Because of its heritageJhistoric nature, a granny flat 'Iv'Ould 
only be permitted in Burkeville where the existing single 
family house is retained. 

Subdivision 
No subdivision would be permitted of the single family lot 
or for the granny flat in order to retain the existing large 
lot sizes in these neighbourhoods and 10 providE~ rental 
housing. 

Outdoor space 
It is proposed that a private outdoor space with a minimum 
area of 30 m2 (325 tt2) and minimum width and depth of 
3 m (10 ttl be provided for the benefit of the granny flat 
only. 

Sustainable design 
Wherever possible, the granny flat will be required to 
incorporate sustainable design elements into the site 
and building design and construction (e.g., solar power; 
rainwater collection systems). 

DeSign guidelines 
Additional design guidelines will be implemented for 
the building facades, windows, building materials and 
colours. visibility, access, landscaping, decks and other 
aspects of the granny flat to ensure that they fit mto the 
neighbourhood and are well designed. 

Zoning Bylaw 
If granny flats are favoured, two optiOns exISt for permitting 
them under the Zoning Bylaw; 

Opr,on I 

The City could amend the Zoning Bylaw to allow a granny 
flat in the areas that want this new, innovative form of 
ground-oriented housing. Under this option, the City 
would absorb the cost of amending the Zoning Bylaw 
and, if approved by Richmond City Council. rezoning 
applications on individual sites would not be required and 
only a Building Permit would be needed. This opllon would 
provide greater certainty to homeowners, neighbours and 
builders. It IS the approach the City of Vancouver has taken 
on laneway housing. Any amendment to the Zoning Bylaw 
would go through a Public Hearing process and be subject 
to the approval of Richmond City Council. 

Opr,Of! J . 
Each property owner In the areas that want a granny 
flat would have to apply to amend the Zoning Bylaw by 
rezOning their property to permit this new, innovative 
form of ground-oriented housing. Under this option, the 
property owner would absorb the cost of amending the 
Zoning Bylaw and rezoning applications on individual sites 
would be required (i.e., a rezoning sign would be put up 
on the property, a Public Hearing would be held, and the 
rezoning would be subject to the approval of Richmond 
City Council). This approach would provide the City and 
neighbourhood more flexibility in determining the location 
of granny flats and is a more cautious approach of gauging 
the impact of permitting this new form of housing . 

Survey questions for granny flats: 
1. Do you suppon the idea of permitting granny flats In 

your netghbourhoocP 

a Yes U No a Unsure 

2. If yes, do you prefer that· 

o Opllon 1. The City amend the Zoning By1aw to allow 
granny flats in your neighbourhood by Building 
Permit? 

a Option 2' Each property owner request the City to 
amend the Zoning Bylaw after a Public Hearing to 
allow a granny flat on their own propeny? 

Comments: 

1fc/(fJJlllIIg (llltl di'l.lt'nt· • COllller/t!/lllwi nl(051"'t • 1~IIIlt'dJor iu .f/)cr;lfl pltUn· 1ffllptdble 

Towanls Q Slutainahlerommllnit), 
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Coach house 

Applicable to 
• Edgemere-where there is a lane 
• Burkeville-on the condition that the existing house is 

retained and does not contain a secondary suite 

Description 
A coach house is a detached, self contained dwelling 
located beside andlor above the garage accessed by a lane 
in the rear yard of a single family residential lot. 

Proposed locations 
Coach houses are proposed to be permitted only where: 

1. There is a lane 
~.e .. coach houses would not be permitted at all in 
Richmond Gardens nor in the portion of the Edgemere 
which has no lane): 

2. There are existing 1 Y:z to 2 storey single family houses in 
Burkeville, which are to be retained. 

Types of coach houses 
Basically. there are two types of coach houses: 

1. Where the majority (e.g .• 75%) of the floor area is 
located above a detached garage 
(i.e., dwelling on the 2nd storey): 

2. Where the majority (e.g., 60%) of the floor area is 
located on the ground floor 
(i.e., 1 Yl storey dwelling). 

Maximum height 
In both cases, the maximum building height is proposed to 
6 m (20 11), which is 3 m (10 It) or Y1 to 1 storey lower than 
the maximum height of a typical, new single family house. 

Roofs 
Flat roofs would not be permitted (unless built as a green 
roof used as an urban garden), and in order to provide 
architectural interest a roof pitch of around 6: 12 to 8 : 12 is 
proposed. 

Unit Size 
In order to control the size of the coach house, a minimum 
and maximum building area of between 33 m2 (355 112) 
and 60 m2 (645 112) is suggested. 

Setbacks 
The coach house is proposed to be located a minimum of 
4.5 m (15 11) from the single family house and 2 m (6Y, tt) 
from the side and rear lot lines. 

Density 
There would be no change in the permined density and 
lot coverage currently allowed in the Edgemere and 
Burkeville areas (i.e., the coach house would not result in 
more building area than what is presently permitted upon 
redevelopment). 

Parking 
In addition to the minimum 2 parking spaces for the single 
family house, a minimum and maximum of 1 additional 
parking space would be required for the coach house. 

Access: 
It is proposed that all of these parking spaces would be 
located in the rear yard (not the front yard) and would be 
accessed from the lane only (not the street). 

(ff'lt'omillgalld diverse· COllnedcl1 tlnd a((essibie · /abwljor its sprdal places· Adaptabll! 

T O'W(ml~ a slISlainahle comnumity _ .L:::.. 
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Coach house continued 

Layout 
A coach house would be located above a maximum of 
2 parking spaces in a garage. 

Secondary suite 
A secondary suite would be permitted in the single family 
house only in Edgemere (an additional parking space could 
be provided for the secondary suite but is not required), but 
not in Burkeville where there are concerns about parking 
and where there is a lack of transit services. 

Burkeville house retention 
Because of its heritagelhistoric nature, a coach house would 
only be permitted in Burkeville where the existing single 
family house is retained. 

Subdivision 
No subdivision would be permitted of the singl l~ family lot 
or for the coach house in order to retain the existing large 
101 sizes in these neighbourhoods and to provide rental 
housing. 

Outdoor space 
It IS proposed that a private ouldoor space with a minimum 
area of 30 m2 (325 tt2) and minimum width and depth of 
3 m (10 ft) be provided for the benefit of the coach house 
only. 

lane landscaping and services 
Because the coach house will be adjacent to and visible 
from the lane, certain landscaping, permeable materials, 
screened waste/recycling bins and underground services 
should be located along the lane in order to CfE!ate an 
attractive transition and appearance. 

Garage doors 
Garage doors would be encouraged to have careful 
detailing and sensiti\'f' design. 

Sustainable deSign 
Wherever possible, the coach house will be required to 
incorporate sustainable deSign elements into the site 
and building design and construction (e.g .. solelr power; 
rainwater collection systems). 

Design guidelines 
Additional design guidelines will be implemented for the 
building facades, windO'NS, building materials and colours, 
visibility, access, landscaping, balconies, decks ilnd other 
aspects of the coach house to ensure that they fit into the 
neighbourhood, minimize overlook and privacy concerns, 
and are well designed. 

Zoning Bylaw 
If coach houses are favoured, two options exist for 
permitting them under the ZOrllng Bylaw: 

Opt, 1(1 , 

The City could amend the Zoning Bylaw to allow a coach 
house in the areas that want this new, innovative form 
of ground-oriented housing. Under this option, the City 
would absorb the cost of amending the Zoning Bylaw 
and, if approved by Richmond City Council, rezoning 
applications on individual sites would not be required and 
only a Building Permit would be needed. This option would 
provide greater certainty to homeowners, neighbours and 
builders. It is the approach the City of Vancouver has taken 
on laneway housmg. Any amendment to the Zoning Bylaw 
would go through a Public Hearing process and be subject 
to the approval of Richmond City Council. 

oprlon l' 
Each property owner in the areas that want a coach 
house would have to apply to amend the Zoning Bylaw 
by rezoning their property to allow this new, innovative 
form of ground-oriented housing. Under this option, the 
property owner would absorb the cost of amending the 
Zoning Bylaw and rezoning applications Ofl individual sites 
would be required (i.e., a rezoning sign would be put up 
on the property, a Public Hearing would be held, and the 
rezoning would be subject to the approval of Richmond 
City CounciQ. This approach would provide the City and 
neighbourhood more fleKibility in determining the location 
of coach houses and is a more cautious approach of 
gauging the impact of permitting this new form of housing. 

Survey question for coach houses: 
3. Do you support the Idea of permitting coach houses in 

your neighbourhood? 

o Yes 0 No 0 Unsure 

Comments: 

4. If yes, do you prefer that: 

o Option 1: The City amend the Zoning Bylaw to allow 
coach houses in your neighbourhood by Building 
Permit? 

o Option 2: Each property owner request the City to 
amend the Zoning Bylaw after a Public Hearing to 
allow a coach house on their own property? 

Comments: 

If:'lcommgtUzd dh't'rs(' • Conllt'4It',/l1fUllIl({,J,sib!i' • 1~""r(~/or ;'-~ Ipr·~·j," plllref • AdapttlNt' 
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Survey 
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ATTACHMENT 8 

OCP 3rd Round - Housing Survey 
for Burkeville, Edqemere and Richmond Gardens 

Survey Verbatim 

Q1} Granny flats - Do you support the idea of permitting granny flats in your neighbourhood? 
Comments: 

Burkeville: 

Survey # Support Granny Flats Comments 
4 Yes Need legislation and rules on flats 
11 Yes It's a great idea for a senior to know that they would 

be near theif relatives if they need care. 
12 Yes I do not think houses in Burkeville are heritage and 

Granny Flats should be allowed on new or 
renovated houses. 

21 Yes The high value of our land cannot support an 
original 800 sq ft VVWI I home. 

Ootion 2 CQuid turn into a ~Gonq Shown 
70 No ParkinQ and density concerns mainlv. 
71 No Originally supportive, but after walking around the 

neighbourhood and giving it more thought, I'm not 
sure it I they are a 'good fit' for our community. 

Lots depicted seem to have more room than 
average Burkeville lots. More green space possible 
in between 

73 No Parking is a concern our streets are narrow and 
when residents park on both sides of the streets, the 
street then becomes a one way street. It is rather 
difficult for emergency vehicles to navigate our 
narrow streets as it is.O 
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OCP 3rd Rlound - Housing Survey 
for Burkeville, Edqemere and Richmond Gardens 

Survey Verbatim 

01) Granny Flats - Do you support the idea of permitting granny flats in your neighbourhood? 
Comments: 

Burkeville: 

Survey # Support Granny Flalts Comments 
4 Ves Need legislation and rules on flats 
11 Ves It's a great idea for a senior to know that they would 

be near their relatives if they need care. 
12 Ves I do not think houses in Burkeville are heritage and 

Granny Flats should be allowed on new or 
renovated houses. 

21 Ves The high value of our land cannot support an 
ori9inal800 sq ft WWII home. 

Ootion 2 could turn into a gGona Showh 

70 No Parkina and density concerns mainly, 
71 No Originally supportive, but after walking around the 

neighbourhood and giving it more thought, I'm not 
sure it f they are a 'good fit ' for our community . 

Lots depicted seem to have more room than 
average Burkeville lots. More green space possible 
in between 

73 No Parking is a concern our streets are narrow and 
when residents park on both sides of the streets, the 
street then becomes a one way street. It is rather 
difficult for emergency vehicles to navigate our 
narrow streets as it is.O 

32~923.l 



PLN - 147

Edgemere: 

Survey # Support Granny Flal s Comments 
77 Yes Ensure adequate parking for owners. no other 

neighbour should park at other people's property. 

Option 1: Adequate sewage to handle the add'i 
owners. 

78 Yes Make sure parking is adequate and is allowed for 
within the lot. No off-street and no off-lane parking 
at all times. 

Option 1: No street parking and no back lane 
parking must be strictly enforced 

83 Yes Provided the city consider the neighbour's 
infrastructure plan. ie more schools, improved 
roads, speed bumps to accommodate the increase 
in population. 

86 Yes I think this will increase value of property and will 
help with relatives having a hard time buying their 
own place. 

Option 1: By allowing granny flats our sons & 
daughters can have an affordable place by 
themselves. 

99 Yes Options: Oepends! In the absence of the 
requirement for a rezoning application, I would like 
to see design guidelines to guide the design of the 
granny flat with only a building permit and there 
should be some kind of ~Review" permit (although 
not a full-on rezoning), 

95 No Residential lots are much too expensive to cover the 
property with only a single level of living space. 

101 No Because the city does not force them to be 
reQistered, inspected and have off-street parking. 

102 No Parking problems. Cutting down more trees. Traffic 
eroblems. 

106 No Traffic I Noisy Tenants ! Back lane traffic 
110 No I lose more privacy if my neighbours build these. 
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Richmond Gardens: 

Survey # Support Grannv Flals Comments 
125 Yes Problem of access with lack of back lane? What is 

the actual difference of a Coach House and Granny 
Flal? 

128 Yes This will make living or continue living in Richmond 
possible for younger people like my children. 

130 Yes Option 2: We prefer this approach because this way 
there is more control over the process both by the 
Citv of Richmond and the entire neiahbourhood. 

131 Yes Roofline should have a very low pitch 
137 Unsure NothinQ but a tax Qrab by city hall. 
138 No Lived in this single family neighbourhood for 27 

years and believe it should remain as it was 
intended. 

The new houses being built now are too big for the 
lots and contain multi-famiies. 

139 No Properties in this neiahbourhood do not have lanes. 
145 No Not in favour of any extra housing on already homes 

with illegal suites in them. 
148 No Already too much traffic, even walking through park 

and sidewalk; you have bicycles, skateboards, 
motorized wheelchairs, ect. you have to dodoe. 

151 No Increased density, on street parking problems, 
inflated property valuations for those not building 
anv, increased oropertv taxes. 

154 No Enough illegal suites already that are not subject to 
rules . 

155 No This is a neighbourhood of well-established family 
homes. It would be a shame to change it. 

159 No The neighbourhoods are crowded enough already, it 
will create more congestion. No lane access for the 
firefighters and can end up with more than one 
family like all of the illeaal suites. 

166 No Who needs them. 

324'/213 
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Q3) Coach Houses - Do you support the idea of permitting coach houses in your 
neighbourhood? Comments: 

Burkeville: 

Survey # Support Coach Hous.es Comments 
12 Yes This should be done by city, so it will save time and 

money and allow this type of work to be done in the 
whole area reQard less of neiqhbours. 

13 Yes Very interested 
14 Yes Eager to accommodate a coach house on our 

I propertv. 
15 Yes Both coach house and granny flats should be 

allowed with new construction. 
21 ves Same comment as abovel 
70 No Same concerns as above 
71 No I have to say that I would not want one beside me. 

am concerned about diminished privacy, back yard 
gardens being shaded out by the taller buildings, 
increased traffic , less parking available and 
speculated development by some property owners 
for part ... 

73 No Parking see above. Although it is indicated that 
access be located at the rear it won't happen. The 
one space for the coach house maybe - the other 
residents generally park on the main street. 

Edgemere: 

Survey # Support Coach Houses Comments 

I 

74 Yes Option 1: It should be blanket. Too much City time, 
resources and expense to do on individual basis. 

78 Yes No back lane parkinQ at all times. 
83 Yes Only for those lots with back lanes. 
85 Yes Good to allow coach houses. 
91 Yes It is better to attach the coach house to the main 

house 
93 Yes But only if the property owner has to supply parking 

on his own property for the tenants. 

Option1: A blanket approved for a neighbourhood 
makes more sense. Everyone knows what type of 
construction can take place next to them. 

99 No 2-story massing is potentially too obstructive and 
would impact adjacent lots liveability. 

101 No For the same reason as #1 above 
102 No No lane access in our neighbourhood 
110 No More cars, noise (shift workers) ect. More beat up 

allev where 2 cars can't pass. 
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as) Additional Comments: 

Burkeville: 

Survey # Comments 
1 I am fully in support of higher density ground oriented housing. Particularly 

coach houses. 
3 Maintain gravel back alleys 
8 I would like the city to consider paving the alleyway between Miller Road and 

wellington cres. Hopefully the city can pick up at least part of the tab as 
some miller road homes use this as their only car access. 

11 Please pave the back-I:3nes as the dust is just terrible. Should seal the 
places where the potholes are always there. 

Now have a bus service that would actually take you to No 3 Rd and 
Richmond Centre. Als() why isn't there a bus that runs 7 days a week, and 
on holidays. After all you can't go to a concert in the evening because the 
C92 quits at 7pm. Because there isn 't a decent bus service, people may not 
want to live here. 

12 I think it is important to have this option to house parents and kids as prices 
have climbed to high. It is important to make a decision on a community 
level, so it is fair acros!:; the board. t support this in every way to make legal 
housing and a crack down on the illegal housing that is all over Burkeville. 

15 1. Coach houses or granny flats should be allowed with new 
construction too. 

2. What about water connection I gas connection I hydro are going to be 
allowed as separate connection of only one connection. 

3. What happens to property taxes, do they go up or not. 
4. Too ma~y questions remains unanswered? 

17 I would aaree with pavina of ali lanewavs. 
18 1. I would like to see lanes paved. 

2. With this, I would be interested in moving the present original 
Burkeville house to rear of tot as a granny flat (with upgraded 
wiring and insulation and windows. ect) and build a modest size 
Burkeville style house as main residence facing Wellingdon. This 
is a large lot and not properly utilized at present with one tenant 
only - I will type a separate letter with thoughts. 

19 I would aoree to oavinq lanes 
20 I would aQree to pavin~l lanes 
21 I would like to see the Burkeville Lanes sealed with asphalt to keep dUst to a 

minimum. Both for our homes and for proposed coach house suites. 

Better bus service for Burkeville residents would help older people get out. 
71 The neighbourhood is changing far too rapidly , with many developers seeing 

Burkeville 's older homes as nothing more than cheap building lots - we don't 
want it to look the same as every other neighbourhood in Richmond )we saw 
it happen across the river - we lived on Tilton Cr. while our house was being 
rebu ilt). We already have a number of lots in Burkeville that are almost 
entirelv develoced 9ie built on) and some very tarae and unusuallookinQ 
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garages shading out neighbour's yards. The lots depicted in the handouts 
seem somewhat larger than an average Burkeville lot (ie providing for more 
space between buildings). 

Increased traffic is already a factor - transit has gotten worse, not better-
everyone used to love the 98 B-line; now most people just drive. We have 
enjoyed living in Burkeville for the past twenty-four years; it has been a 
wonderful neighbourhood to live and raise a family in. It is distressing to see 
(though not entirely unexpected) our community neighbourhood is threatened 
bv Drofit-minded developers and a desire for an increased tax base. 

72 If I had wnted to live in a high density neighborhood I would have bought in 
one. We bought where we did because we like the quiet, green space. It is 
an ideal place for raising children. Granny flats , and coach houses intrude on 
neighbors privacy, I know one family who is moving because of the coach 
house going in next door. The coach house had a cute little deck that 
completly overlooks their back yard. They also block light to neighbors 
gardens, as some one who loves to grow things I would be horrified if one 
went up next to us. It seems that Richmond city council is catering to the 
builders, and their own love of revenue, not to the people who pay the brunt 
of the tax burden, the family home owner. PS your computer would not let 
me send this until I fiUe(j out #2&4 yet it is phrased "If yes" and my answer is 
NO H! 

73 Thank you for givin us the opportunity to voice our concerns. 

Edgemere: 

Survey # Comments 
74 I thin this is a good idea. Nowadays people aren't that interested in a huge 

yard. They don't have the time to deal with it . If one allows more density on 
the lot the space is still there; everyone who lives there has a yard (albeit 
smaller) . The lots are not smaller cause you are talking about doing this on 
the inside lots as is. 

It is very expensive to buy in Richmond. This could help purchasers by 
choosing a rental suite or in-laws living with them to help pay the cost of the 
property. 

75 We like the idea. gives young families a chance to live in this unreasonably 
expensive city 

76 Great idea 
78 1) Make sure parking spaces are allowed for when submitting the building 

permit 

2) Absolutely no back lane parking at all times. 
81 This is a areal idea and lana overdue. 
83 It is a great idea and good to know that the city is planning already for the 

expected growth in population. 
91 It is better the coach house is attached to the main house. 
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93 The current road infrastructure 5 not sufficient to sustain this and there will be 
far too many cars parked on the streets which will lead to hostility between 
neighbours competing for places to park their vehicles. We need more grass 
and trees not more buildings. 

95 Land costs are only going to escalate in Richmond. Try to use each square 
floor (living space) to its maximum potential. 

ie. why not just put a coach house on top of every double or triple garage on 
new builds? The roofs are already so high and packed that it doesn't take 
much to convert this ~ attic" space to liveable space. Just ensure parking 
inside residential lots is available. 

Not for thought: Ban all exposed aggregate front lawns and replace with 
cobblestone, paving stones, or gravel so as to reduce the huge pressure on 
our storm sewers, pumping houses, ect. Ensure the small green space on 
each lot is protected. 

96 The city of Richmond had better be more than careful when allowing such 
developing to occur. Unfortunately I was unable to attend the open house at 
the Thomas Kidd school on the 21st but I am totally against this type of 
building. I live in the Shellmont area and I see what happens when such 
buildings 
are built . The lots are used to the very edge and there is no space or green 
grass and all the vehides are parked on the streets which are narrow, two 
cars cannot pass each other and there is no where to walk. The constant 
comings and goings, the noise and the garbage that is thrown around the 
neighborhood is unsightly. 
All of this is total greed on the behalf of the City, developers and builders. 
These high inflated prices are creating a false economy and no one will 
be able to afford any type of home to say the least. I am fast approaching the 
time when I will have to give up my single two level family home for a one 
level house but there is none to be had. The only area to have ranchers are 
in Westwind and these thirty year old homes are selling for over a million 
dollars so please give rne a break when allowing these huge ugly monster 
homes to be erected. This is not a Canadian custom , this is a ethnic custom 
that have been pushed down our throats by people who have money and the 
means to bring this about. You have all allowed Richmond to become so 
foreign and unrecognizable. My hard earned tax dollars age going to things 
that very few will benefit from and all the city does is cater to those will deep 
pockets. This township has been a constant disappointment to the residents 
of Richmond and all of you who clamour to be a part of this ugliness will 
some day regret this. 
Think long and hard , these homes do have a place in society but they belong 
on acreages not regular lots. 

98 Reta in the neighbourhood as it now is evolving; made it a tourist attraction. 
-Th is is the Richmond that was· you could even change admission to make 
up for the loss of taxes ! 
Three parking spaces are not enough. 

Sewer, water, traffic issues must be considered first. 
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99 I'm glad to see the new ideas, but I'm only supportive of the granny flats 
concept. 

I also wonder about how many lots in the neighbourhood land themselves to 
the addition of a granny flat on their lot (many of the existing homes are too 
large or sited such that there is no room for a new building on-site). 

Careful consideration should be used. 
100 Shame! Back way door to increase our taxes! 

Already 17% increase this year! Boo!! 
101 Force existing suites to register, be inspected and have off-street parking as 

the progressive municipalities in Metro do! 
102 Previous attempts at subdivision have failed. Is this a backdoor way of 

getting to ~subdivide~ tt le properties and increase taxes without increasing 
amenities? 

104 We bought in this neighbourhood so we can have a large, private backyard 
and the last thing we want is neighbours to build coach houses to overlook 
our fences and stare onto our patios and yard and window and take away our 
privacy. Also increased alley traffic and parking in alleys is dangerous for our 
children. 

105 I am concerned that increasing housing options will ultimately increase 
property taxes. 

For example: 
• needing to pave unpaved alleys (due to required parking and 

increased traffic: 
• installing speed humps, ect to slow traffic 

• installing sidewalks, street lights, ect 

Also, very disappointed that I bought in this neighbourhood and moved here 
from a different commLmity to come to learn coach house can be built next 
door and reduce my privacy and my value of my house· due to the lack of 
Drivacv 

107 We already have a problem with too many vehicles parked on the road 
instead of in their own yards. We do not have curbs and sidewalks; these 
cars parked on the street are hazardous. The addition of granny flats or 
coach houses would multiply the amount of vehicles parked on the road. 
They would certainly block the back alleysllanes wh ich are crucial for waste 
pick up. Our neighbourhood was designed for one home/building per lot. 
Thank vou 

108 Questions 3 & 4 are not applicable as my property does not have a back 
lane. My support is based upon the City's further considerations of 
infrastructure and traffic in the area in view of the anticipated higher 

I population density 
109 The large number of e:<isting illegal suites already in the area has created a 

parking lot feeling in some areas of the subdivision. The proposal as is does 
not deal with this issue· but will add more living space and not really deal with 
the need for even more parking. I don't believe the 3 proposed parking 
spaces will deal with this problem. 
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110 I bought in a single family zoninQ and want it to stav that wa}i~ _ 
114 Why coach houses and granny flats are not appealing to homeowners: 

When I attended the open house in October 2010 I was introduced to the 
concept of Granny Flats and Coach Houses. The dimensions of these where 
in m2 

; however most of us are still thinking in sq. ft . 

The average size of a Hichmond lot is 60x20 = 7,200 sq ft 
The size of a house footprint is 45% of the lot size = 3,240 sq ft 
and that equals to 6,480 sq ft per average on storey house. 

The maximum size of a granny flat is 755 sq ft ; a coach house 645 sq ft. 

Seriously, that is the si:f:e of a kids playhouse next to a 6,480 sq ft house! 
Even granny is used to a bigger place than 7655 sq ft. That is why no-one 
takes this option seriously. I th ink the City should let go of this idea. 

However, the idea of duplexes, triplexes and even fourplexes that look like 
single family dwelling makes a lot of sense, especially on lots larger than 
7,200 sq ft . They can tle side by side, front and back as well as up and 
down. They are part of the City's deification plan. They fit beautifully into 
single family neighbourhoods. 

They truly can mean "Affordable Housing- A $1 .5 mil duplex dwelling for 
$750,000 per owner, a triplex $500,000 per owner; and taxes and 
maintenance would be lower for each owner. 

Th is housing type should be encouraged by the planning department. It 
makes more sense than large single family houses where rooms and the 
garage are rented, and where 5 to 7 cars per house is common (like the 
house next door and down the road from me.) 

Richmond Gardens: 

Survey # Comments 
122 Higher density is not a bad thing, and is a way to keep families in one home. 
124 I would like to have this option for my future but many of the comments at the 

meeting were anti-city, anti-tax, anti-anything , so I don't really understand all 
the pros and cons. I might go to the Public Hearing if there ends up being 
one. Thank you for the opportunity. 

128 I see allowing granny fiats andlor coach houses as one option to make living 
in Richmond affordable for our children. With our growing population it will 
be one option for us to still keep our older single dwelling residence and still 
have one ch ild I spouse live on the same property, but not under the same 
roof. I don't see how it will be an eye sore or impact negatively on the 
neighbourhood. 

131 I support the idea of a\ling in place, but fear this concept of granny flats will 
be abused by investors in the same way secondary suites are being abused 
- ie with 2, 3 or more units in a single family home. The city needs to have 
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strict bylaws that they actually enforce. The property owner should be 
reauired to live on the Drooertv. 

136 We own a house in the Brighouse area and we would welcome any new 
initiatives in our area as most of the houses are old. Compared to other 
areas in Richmond our area looks run down and it is high time you allow us 
to improve our living conditions 

137 The concept is ludicrous. There is adequate density now. I purchased my 
home in 1969 with the Bxpectation of living in a single family area. 

I expect to sped the remainder of my life in the middle of a construction zone. 

There was inadeauate notice of this . Over mv dead bodY!! 
138 1) By opting for these proposed changes we will be looking at far too many 

people per household c:lnd this will result in more traffic. Where will children 
play when the backyards are gone? In the streets which will be too 
dangerous due to traffic. 

2) Richmond has always prided itself on its liveability and these proposals 
are quite simply the be!~inning of the end of what we came to Richmond for in 
the first place. 

139 These properties do not lend themselves to this concept. Already lots of 
houses with multi-suites. 
Not enough parking for additional density. Not enough street for all the cars. 
Concerns would be around regulating # of suites in granny addition. Also 
what about height - lots of shade in neighbours yard. 

140 Too crowded 
141 Forget it! 
142 Bizarre idea. Most lots are onlv 6,000 so. tf. unlike the ~mores" and " monds~ 
143 I like the area as it is would miss all the trees, open back gardens if granny 

flats allowed . 
144 Have lived in this area since August 1973 and really enjoyed living here. Not 

in favour of granny flats 
145 A really bad idea . Density is already a problem. 
146 I am against granny flats I my neighbourhood. 
147 I am ~ not· in favour of the orooosed arannv flats in mv neiahbourhood. 
149 I have 4 suites to the left of me. 3 suites to the ri ht why would I want this? 
151 There is absolutely no benefit to all existing property owners who have large 

lots but do not want to have granny flats I coach houses. 
154 This area is sinole familv dwellinos why change that! 
160 The area would be too crowded. as it is many houses are full of roomers. 
161 If you look around Richmond Gardens, several new houses already have 

Coach House ~provisionals· over top of the garages. Once again the 
contractors are ahead of the city. 

162 Too many cars around already. 
163 I have lived in Richmond Gardens for 40 years now. It is an ideal location 

near everything that is needed. What is not needed is more people. Every 
area of Richmond is getting to be nothing buy townhouses and apt blocks. 
Every city needs areas of single family housing. Richmond Gardens should 
be one of them. 

164 The proposed new form of ground-oriented housing in Richmond Gardens is 

32492). 



PLN - 156

a horrible idea and we do not support this proposed future development. 
Having granny flats and coach houses in the backyards is definitely not 
appealing to us. 
As proud homeowners who have lived in Richmond Gardens for over 30 
years, we feel grant flats & coach houses will change the dynamic of the 
neighbourhood and eve'ntually the community for the worse. It will also 
depreciate the property value in Richmond Gardens. 
Please do not crowd and destroy our beautiful neighbourhood. 
Thank you for you consideration. 

165 My wife and I purchased a new home in Richmond Gardens when this great 
development opened in 1964 and have been residents since. We have seen 
changes from our single family dwellings - when you know an your 
neighbourhood well - to the start of "family Suites" which has certainly 
changed the complexion of our street and neighbourhoodll 

166 Never mind granny suit,es!!! The houses around here already have who 
knows how many illegal suites parking horrendous and would be worse. 5 
Caucasians out of 25 houses - ASians don't even become a neighbour. 
Who are you kidd ing, an extra road down side of house. 

Too bad I won 't be around to see it!! You have more than enough high-rises 
and still keep building. 

Resident since 1957 
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ATTACHMENT 9 

TOPIC DESCRIPTION 

I ~~~T"~~UA i ~ accessible, 

j j 

, and prosper In a , connected, 
health of the ece-system are sustained through 

, j a more I 
include its thriving downtown. healthy, distinct, and connected • Ii ,open spaces and 
protected and productive agricultural lands, Richmond has adaptable prosperous that enrich people , Ihe 
community, Ihe natural environment, the world and future generations. 

2041 OCP VISION Richmond is a place Where people: 

2041 GOALS 

POPULATION 
AND 
EMPLOYMENT 

REGIONAL 
CONTEXT 
STATEMENT 
(RCS) 

GENERAL LAND 
USE CONCEPTS 

.l1~2601 

• fee l connected 10 their physical surroundings, to Ihe people around them. and 10 Iheir community 
• are actlve and healthy 

respect, honour and celebrate the diversity in Iheir community 
• fee l connected 10 the past, cele:brale the present, and anticipate the future with enthusiasm 
Richmond has become more I i and is to the challenges of climate change, in partnership with 

I ii 

" 
1. Welcoming and diverse 
The city is inclusive and designed to support the needs of a diverse and changing population. 

2. Connected and accessible 
People are connected to and interae:! with each other. Places, buildings and activities are connected and easy to access by 
everyone. Decisions with respect to housing, businesses, parks, recreatlon, transportation and community access. including 
street design and repair will be mado to facilitate participation of all citizens including Ihose with disabilities and restricted 
mobility. This allows everyone 10 participate fully in communlty life. 

3. Valued for its special places 
A variety of places - big and small- in all neighbourhoods where residents and visitors will be drawn 10 them as vibrant 
people places or for their natural be'lUty. 

4. Adaptable 
The city, residents and businesses have the ability to anllcipate and i I to change. They build upon what 
already exists, learn from and build I from both In partnership with each 

• 

• 

• 

• 

I 
, I (60,000 jobs 

in City Centre). 
Richmond embraces its share Qf Metro Vancouver's 2041 population and job growth and understands that 
appropriately planned urban dE'nsification, a strong employment base, the continued protection of the ALR will create a 
city that is special, adaptable, diverse and vibrant. 

i , I 
use [e.g., urban, is to be guided by 
the proposed Metro Regional Growth Strategy (,RGS). 
The City's 2041 OCP must contain a Regional Conten Statement (RCS) to identify how Richmond' OCP Is and I or will 
be made consistent with the RGS over time. 

Ii 
• and re..oevelopment supported by transit options that place biking and walking above automobiles as 

priorities. An urban landscape thai encourages and enables physical activity and social connection in everyday living. 
High density mixed uses in the City Centre 

• Outside the City Centre. the fOI;:Us appears to be, after more community consultation and support: 
• Mix of low to medium density uses in the inner core of the neighbourhood centres and a diversity of ground

oriented residential hovsln!~ choices in the ouler core of the neighbourhood centres 
• Intensified employment lands including industrial and commercial employment 
• The preservation of agricullurallands 

EKpanded parks and open spaces 
• An improved transportation network with an emphasis on walking. cycling and transit. 

Shopping centre denslflcatlon pl.lnning: 
City Led: After the 2041 OCP is approved, the City intends to lead consultative planning processes for the Hami~on and 
East Cambie Shopping Centres . 
Shopping Centre Owner Requests; After the 2041 OCP is approved, If the Blundell and Garden City shopping mall 
owners city guided and owner undertaken planning and consultation at their expense , 

iI 
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PROPOSED 2041 OCP CONCEPT - April 2011 draft 

- Oenslfication of the Broadmoor. Seafair, Terra Nova, and Ironwood Shopping Centres not be considered for five years 
after the 2041 DCP is approved, 

Consider granny flats and coach houses 
1) In May-June 2011 , the followin!! neighbourhoods will be asked to see jf and where coach houses and granny flats may 

be allowed to enable more hou:.ing choices in their neighbourhoods only: 

• Richmond Gartfens (Thompson) 

• Edgemere (Shellman\) 
• Burkeville 

2) No other neighbourhoods will be considered for granny flats and coach houses as part of the 204 1 OCP Update. 

· Richmond Is committed to City wide GHG reduction targets: 
• 33% below 2007 levels by 2020 
• 80% below 2007 levels by:W50 

GHG TARGETS, • Richmond has adopted a community-wide energy reduction larget of 10% below 2007 levels by 2020 
ENERGY · Overtime, City staff will identify how the City can meet its GHG and energy reduction targets , based on partnerships 
T'ARGETS (e.g" enhanced senior government research and funding [(e.g., BC Hydro) developers) research, cost effectiveness 

and new developer requirements and opportunities. 

• When prepared, these proposed strategies, policies and actions will be presented to Council for consideration. 

OBJECTIVES 

• Con nected Sense of Place: Develop a varied range of distinct higher density mixed-{Jse 
neighbourhood centres which will become the "heart" or "core" for the community and contribute to a 
sense of place. 

• Diverse Rangl~ of Housing Choices: Support mixed and non-tradilional housing forms and 

Object ive 
arrangements to support res idents of alt ages and abilities, challenges, characteristics and income 
levels. 

• Prom ote Healr.hy Co mmunities: Foster neighboumood design that comprise many types of 
destinations a ~>hort distance from home with easy access to safe places Where everyone in the 
community has, a chance to be active. 

• Neighbourhood centres will contain a diversity of housing choices, shops and services, a distinct public 
realm, special places, paiXs, recreation and sports facilities and a web of pedestrian and cyding 
connections 

• Neighbourhood centres will contain varied and sustainable infrastructure (e.g., energy efficient 

A. buildings and green infrastructure) 

Connected • Housing outside of neighbourhood centre will be diverse, neighbourty, well designed and meet the 

Neighbourhoods needs of residents by providing a continuum of housing choices that are acceptable, appropriate and 

with Special affordable to all incomes and ages and the needs of those with special ci rcumstances 

Places • Future planning Ihal considers Aging in Place in each community. 

Staff R8tion8le: 

Concepts 
The ways in which fleighboumoods are designed and built have implications for health and quality of life. 
Compact, mi)Ced uso neighbourhoods that include many types of destinations, within a short distanca from 
home, th8t can be easily reachad by walking and cycling, provides more equitable access for residents to a 
range of services and amenities. Stores, parks, ptaygrounds, recreation, schools end libraries located fIear 
where people live. Neighbourhood design that encourages walking, cycling and transit use is associated 
with better pUbtic heanh. Watkable neighbourhoods enable residents to enjoy active lifestyles. A diverse 
community that is made up of alt age (}roups and abilities requires a range of house choices to meat their 
naeds now and info the futu,.". Streets end walkways that are pleasing to strolt along with activities along the 
way and interesting places to go promote healthy communities. 

3192602 
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PROPOSED 2041 OCP CONCEPT - April 2011 draft 
• To create the environment for the City to be a "thrivir.g, resil ient. diverse and creative community" 

Objective Where people have a strong sense of identity al'd a clear sense of the attributes that make it unique. A 
citizenry thaI is empowered engaged and connected and a city that is a vibrant tourism destination. 

• Cullural Engagement facilitate arld create the environment and culture of the city that supports the 
ans and culture and enhances their contribution to the vibrancy and vitality of the community. 

• Ufelong Learning: fosler a joy of reading and a culture of lifelong learning 

• Celebrating Heritage: preselVe, promote and celebrate community heritage 

• Community Revitalization: enCOlJrage and develop a mosaic of appealing. lively and distinctive areas, 

B. vibrant public spaces, festivals, events and activities 

Vibrant City: Arts, • An Economic Engine: harness the benefits 01 and support a creative economy and contribute to the 

Culture, Heritage thriving community tourism sector 
Concepts 

Sla" Rationale: 

Many factors contribute to m aking a vibrant, healthy and sustainable community and the presence of a 
thriving arts, culture and heritage seclor plays a cri/ical rola. The City plays a multifacrJted rola in ensuring a 
healthy and contribvting arts, culture and heritage sector including: 

• creating the environment (or the sector to nourish through policy, zoning and support; 

• facilitating and supporting individuals and organilations including access to facilitfes: and 

• Drovldina ODDC'rtunities and activities for /ife/ono leamino, creating and participating. 
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PROPOSED 2041 OCP CONCEPT - April 2011 draft 
• Richmond is to be renowned as a place where residents have access to a diverse and leading edge 

Objective range of recreation, sport and community wellness opportunities. Through this, residents are physically 
active and healthy, have an increased permanent commitment to wellr.ess, and feel increasingly 
connected 10 their community. 

• Strong Partnerships: Strategies to deliver services in partnership with many organizations f,~ 

volunleer-based community groups and social agencies, the Richmond School District. Vancouver 
Coastal Health, and many others. 

• Being Uniquely Richmond: Strategie's to ensure our services meet the needs of our diverse 
community - including our different ethnic groups, people liVing with disabilities, single-families, Iow-
Income families, our aging population and our youth. 

• Connecting and Growing: Strategies to ensure our residents have opportunities for life-long learning, 
to meet their neighbours and feel they belong. 

• Living Healthy and Actlve Lives: Strategies to address the widespread trend towards physical 
InactiVity - to encourage people to liVe healthy and active lives from the cradle to the grave. 

• Investing in P'l rXS and Recreation Infrastructure: Strategies to ensure our facilities and sports fJelds 
support our aai.ve and healthy living ambitions. 

Staff Rationale 

• Strong partners:hips are important in order to build on e8Ch other's strengths, avoid duplication and 
deepen our reach into tha community. Partnerships also inspire a shered stewardship of our 
community's WI.~II..tJeing. We will continue to work closely with our community partners, including /he 
Community Associalions - with whom we jointly operate our community centres and ice arenas, We 
will develop new partnerships where poSsible. end conl/nue to build on the close working relationships 
we have with Vancouver Coastal Health, the Richmond School District end other key agencies in 

C. Richmond. 

Vibrant City: • Only through recognizing that Richmond is unique can Iva ensure that our services and programs truly 

Recrealion and meet our diverse community·s needs. We will continue to reach out 10 those 'hard to reach ' residents, 

Community and address the needs of youth (especially /oW-asset youth). seniors and people with disabilities. We 

Wellness Concepts will continue to worlc towards ensuring that the broad&st possible ranrJ6 of programs and opportunities 
eppeals across all cultures, age gtOups and neighbourhoods. We will respond to accessibility and 
afforclability issues for Richmond residenls end we will continue /0 be inclusive of our diverse range of 
cultural and ethnic needs in our community - to celebrate our diversity_ 

• Promoting community and neighbourhood building encourages social connectedness and enhances a 
'sense of belonging' These are key components to achieving a sense of well being. We wi/I continue 
to focus on addressing the need for peop/6 /0 enhance their skills beyond basic levels through using 
their discretionary time for fun and enjoyment end /0 be Inspired and engaged In lifelong learning. We 
want to connect people with their environment and our green eco-network through opportunities to 
engage citizens in environmental stewardship 8Ctlvities, 

· Strategies to elloourage greater physica/8Cllvity is vital. The Public Health Agency of Canada slates 
that each year more than two-/hirds of dealhs result from four groups o{ chronic diseases, and that 
physical inactivity and unhealthy eating are key risk f8CtOrs that lead to thase diseases. With 
dramatically rising rates of oV8IWeight and ObBSily , healthy and active Jiving needs to become a way of 
life for our resi{fents. We will focus on: Increeslng active living literacy (through facilitating our 
residents to have an increased permanent commitment to weI/ness and well-being); Helping children 
and youth build healthy habits: Reducing barriers to living a physically active life for vulnerable 
populations; Bllilding a connected Bnd activeted socie/environment; Creating urban environments that 
support wellness and encourage physical activity; and Promoting health literacy and individually-
focused health care 

• Investing in parks and recreation infrastructure is important because there is a direct connection 
betwaen physical activity levelS and appropriete provision of recreation Bnd sports facilities, parks, trails 
and active transportation corridors. We will continua 10 advocate for a federal and municipal long-term 
funding plan to replace municipal recreation infrastructure, We will continua ta imp/ement the Parks 
and Recreatiofl Facilities Strategic Plan; a 20-yeBr plan which pnoriIises twenty-one projects. We will 
a~~ jCOOtinua to ide.;~~ opportunities to sook grants a':%:fher forms of funding (through partnerships, 
etc to imorova or re ace our D8rks and reaeation faCiIi infrastructure. 

O. · Provide a framewoli!. for a safe community that incorporates a prevention-focused, citizen engagement. 

Safe City 
Objective and publiceducatian model 

• Anticioate. assess and manaae the multiole natural hazards in Richmond 

.l 1921102 
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E. 
Resilient 
Economy 

F. 
Agriculture and 
Food 

Mo'>'"'''' ood 

Jl~2102 

Concepts 

Objective 

Concepts 

Objective 

Concepts 

Objective 

• 
• 

• 

• 

• 

i i! 
Be publlc educators and facilitators of fire and resCl.Ie related safety matters and embrace Ihe deli .... ery 
of public eduCl:ltlon through community partnerships 
Deliver prevention programs that are responsive to: statistIcal Irends, hazards and the needs of a 
diverse community 
Provide safe transportation Infrastructure that ensures Ihe safety of multiple user groups and that 
encourages active transportation options (walking, biking, transit) 
Design safe street, neighbourhoods and places that are vibrant and crime free by intentional safe 
design of land use mix, public realm and buildings. 
Consult with the Richmond School Board in creating safe and walkable school areas. 

Sla" Rationale 

• Ensuring Ihat people feel safe wher&ver they are; and 
• The Importance of a safe community In Richmond is a goal of Richmond Council- through ongoing 

education and prevention 

• 

• 

• 

• 

Priorities /0 2041 include: 
ASla·Pacific Gateway: Fostering a strong Asia-Pacific Galeway enabling sector that takes fuJI 
advantage of Hichmond's strategic business locatfon on the North American west coast, optimizes the 
use of its industrial land and other resources, and capitalizes on Asia's economic growth. 
Knowledge-Based Industries: Cultivating a high.paying, thriving teChnology and creative industries 
office, amenity' and entertainment hub in Ihe City Centre, that attracts skilled talent locally and from 
abroad. 
Amenities and Attractions: Developing a diversified lighter-footprint commercial sedor that meets the 
growing needs. of both Richmond residents and visitors alike 
Sustainable Local Resources: Championing a viable agricultural sector for both commercial and 
neighbourhood farmers, which responds to long-term community food security needs 
Populatlon Services: Nurturing 8 responsive institutional sector that serves the access, mobility, and 
safety needs of a growing multicultural and demographically changi~ community 
Micro-Business: Encouraging nexible mixed·use development in the regional and neighbourhood 
centres that supports the needs of Ihe home office sector, micro-entrepreneurs and small businesses. 

S1aff RatiOfla/e: 

A balanced, robust and resilient Richmond economy is one of Ihree fundamental cornerstones of the OCP 
Update sustainabi/iJy fremework and thus complements and enhances OCP prinCiples of social and 
environmental sust,3inability. The end of the 2d" century saw Richmond successfully amass a diversified 
industry base, large!ly resilient to economic downtums. In contrast, the first decada of the 21" century 
delivered B rapid residential boom resulting in gradual eradication of the local business base, A healthy, 
suslainable 21· century Richmond community will require continued focus on growing and diversifying the 
Iocel economy and business tax base /0 seMI both local and regionalNisilor papulalions. Balandnt; of 
Richmond's social and erwfronmental sustainability objec1Nes with a growing population win require 
intensified employment lands across all land types. 

• 

• 
• 
• 
• 

• 

" '" close 
Urban agriculture is commonplace in al! Richmond neighbourhoods 
Our food security policies are implemented 

farmers, senic,r 
Review the i I Viability Strategy and prioritize and implement with senior 
government 

i use to sustainable travel 
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PROPOSED 2041 OCP CONCEPT - April 2011 draft 
• Walkable Neigtlbou/'hoods ~ Transform aulo-dependanl neighbourfloods around Bach service centre 

where signiftcanlly improved pedestrian and cycling (fIelms fosler walking and cycling as the preferred 
travel options for accessingloca/ serYices and gathering with neighbours. 

• Transit-Friendly City - Enhance transit and cycling connections and amenities amongst neighbourhood 
service centres and major employment areas foreasy city-wide end regional travel without 8 ctJr. 

• Travel Smart, Live Long· Give priority to active transportation modes (cycling, walkfng and other non-
molonzed modos) that improve persona/end environmental health, safety, sociel equity, and quality of 
life, 

· A Csring Street System · Retrofit existing end build new transportation infrastructure to meet the 
changing mobility needs of the community by &nhancing accessibility, comfort end security for al/eges 
end 8bil~s of users. 

· Intelligent Investments· Deploy efficient end innovative transportation technologies to optimize the 
overall performance of the transportation system and reduce vehicle emissions and energy use. 

• Moving Goods, Securing Jobs - Coordinate and implement timely imprrwements 10 enhance access to 
jobs and goods movement 10 support aoo promote growth in economic activities. 

Slaff Rationalg: 

Concepts • Mobility and access ara vital 10 the life of a city but our individual and CtJl/ective travel choices can have 
long-lasting sodal, economic and environmental impacts. To maintain an effective transportation 
system that supports a growing and thriving city, Ir8vel pattems need to become more sustainable. 
Sustainable transportation alms to ensure that our needs for access to people, services and goods are 
met while protecting the environment and social equity for current and future generations. Compact, 
walkable neighboumoads with mil(ed land uses and CtJnvenient public transit service allow 
CtJmmunities 10 rely on foot, bicycle and transit to travel throughout Ihe local and broader regions. 

• Richmond's priorities in the transition to e more sustainable transportation system that enhanc6s the 
vibrancy, safety and health of the city will focus on: 

• Complete lInd Connected Communities support a vibrant City Centre CtJmp/emented by 
transformed neighbourhood centres that meat the daily needs of residents, fosler walk/ng. cycling 
and tnmsit and help reduce vehicle use, energy CtJnsumption and air emissions; 

• Safer and Smarter Transportation Choices give priority to active transportation modes (cycling and 
walking) that improve persona/and environmental health and safety, and retrofit transportation 
infraslmcture to meat the changing mobility needs of the CtJmmunlty; and 

• An Optimized Transportation System deploy efftcien/ and innovative transportation technologies to 
reduee veMcle emisSions and energy use, and implement timely improvements Iorgoods 
movement to support and promole growth in economic activities. 

H • To protect and develop a sustainable, well-designed system of pams and streets, trails and greenways, 

Ecological Objective plazas and squares, the waterfront and waterways that significantly contributes 10 a healthy, vibrant 

Networi<, Open city. 

3192602 
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PROPOSED 2(141 OCP CONCEPT· April 2011 draft 
Space & the • Promollng a v~brant and 'distinctly Richmond' urban realm - Showcase and enhance Ihe City's 
Public Realm identity through a rich variety of great spaces and experiences that bring \0 HIe Richmond's natural and 

cultural heritagH. 

• Linking people, community and nature - Strengthen pedestrian and cycling linkages between every 
element of the city (neighbourhoods. schools, civic spaces, neighboumood service centres, parh, 
natural areas, streets, commercial areas and industrial parks). 

• Creating a greener, dynamic and resilient cityscape - Protect and create a network 01 resilient and 
healthy eco,sY!;tems that are integrated within the open space system to support biodiversity, 
recreation, social interaction and spiritual renewal. 

• Transforming and celebrating our waterfront and waterways - Showcase Richmond's world·class 
waterfront on the Fraser River and enhance the Blue NetWork (the river. sloughs, canals, and weUands) 
for its ecological value and recreational opportunities. 

· Building for physical, social, and spiritual well being - Provide a full range 01 appealing, welcomi~ 
places for residents and visitors of al! ages and backgrounds to walk. exercise, play. socialize and 
engage in healthy, active lifestyles. 

• Meeting multiple community objectives - Provide a diversity of open spaces that are flexible and 
adaptable to respond to growth. social needs and environmental changes while respecting the ci ty's 
finite land reSO\Jfce. 

• RMponsive and collaborative stewardshIp - Sustain the quality of public places through innovative) 
responsive management and shared stewardship between the City and multiple stakeholders 10 foster 

Concepts pnde, purpose, and a sense 01 community. 

Slaff Rationale 

Richmond enjoys a wealth of pari<.s and a dike trail system that is a regional destination. A growfng 
population and chan·grng demographics will mean thai the open space system will have to grow and become 
more diverse in the next 30 yaars. While traditional pari<.s will continue to be an important part of the open 
space system, Ihe pub/Ic realm (i.e. urban streets, plazas and amenity areas within developments, and 
linkages between noighbourfloods) will increasingly playa role in providing recreational opportunities and 
/he slage for social Ufe. In addition, a safe, attractive public realm along with Richmond's unique places, like 
the waleffront, will contribute 10 tourism and economic development, drawing visitors and businesses to tfle 
city. 

The city's finite land area will necessilate thai the open space system meet multiple community objectives 
and playa critical role in the city 's environmental health and resiliency to climate change. The urban foresl. 
pari<.s, natural areas and waterways all pJay a roJe in the quality of the urban environment and can provide 
other services such as slormwater managemen/, food production, and al/emative energy generation. 
Focusing on Increasing the diversity of the types and fUnctions of parks and open spaces will contribute 10 
Ihe city's sustainability and, al the same time, enrich people's daily expen·ences. 

Objective • To protect and improve the City's environmental health, ecological integrity and opportunities lor the 
community to eXperience nature. 

Conce ts 

1192602 
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PROPOSED 2041 OCP CONCEPT - April 2011 draft 
0 Healthy EcoiOflical Network Protect and enhance a diverse, connected, and functioning ecoJogfcel 

netwo,x, 
0 Ecological Design - Integrale eCOlogical attributes into the City's buill and cultivated landscapes. 
0 Pollution Preve'ntion - Proactively implement best management practices /0 protect and improve waler, 

air and soil QUlllity. 
0 Strong Partner.ships for Ecological Gain - Collaborate with the community end senior governments to 

protect and restore environmental health and ecological integrity. 
0 Greet Nature Experiences - Make it easy and enjoyable for the community /0 experience nature. 
0 Adapting for Change - Use best aveilable science end practices to belterequip the City to adapt to 

climate change. 

Sra" Rationale 

0 The open space and public realm system supports physical activity and social engagement, provides 
linKS for altem;:ltive forms of transportation, facilitates child and youth development, contributes to 
tourism end economic devetopmen/, end contributes to the city's environmental health and resiliency to 
climate changEr 

0 Richmond's location· at the point Where the Fraser River meets the PacifIC Ocean· means that the 
island City is located within some of the most productive ecosystems in the WOrld. The RldImond 
community depends upon its local ecosystem and broader environment to provide its daily sCJCio... 
economic needs - growif19 food, supplying water and clean air, and providing material resources. 

0 Increasing growth places higher demands on already stretched ecological resources. Research OIl 
ecological sustainability Indicates that the workJwkJe use of resources is exceeding the Earth 's capacity 
to renew and replenish them. "If everyone lived /ike an average Canadian, we would need 4 Earths to 
support current lifestyles.· At the same lime, awareness is growing that communities are likely to 
experience significant Impacts from changing environmental conditions. Key concems exist regarding 
the impacts of climate change (e.g., see level rise, increasing storm intensity end frequency) and the 
reduced availability of current COfe dependencies (e.g., fossil fuels, food supply). 

0 In order to conserva the City's valuable ecological resources and be prepared for changing 
environmental conditions, 6 key concepts have been identified: 

0 Healthy Ecological Network, 
0 Ecological Design. 
0 Pollution Prevention, 
0 Strong Parlllerships for EcoiOOicel Gain, 
0 Great Nature Experiences and Adapting for Change. 
0 Adapting tor Change 

Addressing each of these in concert will help move us towards a robust and functioning ecological network 
woven throughoUt the City. 

I. Objective 
0 To facilitate development of a more socially sustainable city, recognizing the needs of all citizens with 

Social InclUSion the Intent of erlhancing their physical mental and social well being. 
and Accessibility 0 Fundamental Human Needs develop and implement strategies that address fundamental human 

needs (financial stability, adequate and affordable housing, equitable access to health and support 
services. social connectivity, mobility) 

0 Citizen Engagement · facilitate active and meaningful citizen engagement amongst the population 
0 Social Assets and Capacity Building - implement approaches which build on Richmond's key social 

assets and community capacity 

Staff Rationale 

0 As Rfchmond grows and d6velops over time, it is important that the City's existing high quality of life not 
only be mainl~l/ned, bul also enhanced. Indeed, the sustainable community vision for the OCP 

Concepts recognizes that, in addition to environmental and economic components. social sustainability is cn'tfcal 
for Richmond':; future. 

0 Concurrent with the OCP, the City is also preparing a 10 year Social Planning Strategy. Through 
consultations /"0 date on the Strategy, social indusion and accessibility have been identified 8S key 
object;ves to pursue. The COIIsultations have elso confirmed the community's view that, while not 
being able to I.lddress all social issues on its own, the City can play 8n impottant role in: 

0 Addressing fundamental human needs 
0 Actively engaging all our cialens in decision making and activities 
0 Building on existing social assets and community capacity. 

Pertinent information from the Social Planning Strategy will be incorporated into the OCP. 
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PROPOSED 2041 OCP CONCEPT · April 2011 d raft 

Objective • To Improve the water, sanitary, drainage, energy and refuse infrastructure to meet the City's changing 
needs in a financially, socially ~nd environmentally responsible manner. 

• Meet the Oem'lOds of ill Growing City - determine the infrastructure requirements that meet the 
needs Of a growing population and develop an Implementation plan that stays ahead of demand. 

• Adiipt to Climate Change - build climate change resinent infrastructure to meet challenges that 
include rising ~~a levels, wetter winters and drier summers. 

• Sustainable El1ergy Sources - reduce the City's dependence on eldemal power supplies by 
innovatively reclucing and capturing waste energy and SUstainable energy sources through 
conservation and the use of district energy utilities. 

· Efficient Infra!;tructure - achieve greater infrastructure efficiency through proactive and creatlve 
planning 01 Infrastructure upgrades and replacements, the use 01 new technologies. and educating the 
public on demand side management. Deliver projects with minimum life cycle costs on time and within 
budget. 

Starr Rafional(!-" 

• The City's pOPtilation is predicted 10 grow by 90,000 over the next 30 yeers. The increase in population 
will resull in hig'her demands on City infrastructure that will exceed the capacity of some Infrastructure 
elements. It is important to Identify those elements and improve them prior 10 /heir capacity being 
exceeded to maintain liveability while facilitating growth. Managing these infraslructure upgrades 
effectively play.s a large role in achieving the City's goal of being well managed. 

• While climate change impacts all people on the planet in many different ways, it will impact Richmond 
in two critical areas. 

• The firs! area of concem is sea level riu due to global warming. Locally, sea level is predicted to 
rise 1.2 m over the next 100 years. As the City Is dependent on its diking system for protection 

J . from Ihe waters of Ihe Strait of Georgia and the Freser River, diking improvements Ihal stay ahead 

Susta1nable of rising sea leve/s are critical. 

tnfrastructure Concepts . The second area of concam is the intensity and duration of rainfaU. Climate change experts 

and Resources believe that, in the long run, ralntaD intensity and duration will increase during the winter monlhs. 
Drainage illfrastnJcture must be improved to meetlanger and mom intense stoml events to 
maintain the City's current level 01 fJood protection. 

• Every year Richmond businesses and residents consume 24 Gigajoules of energy 10 heat their homes 
and transport goods and people. This is equivalent to the chemical enerpy in approximately 4 million 
barrels of oil. As we are dependent on oulslde suppliers for our energy, our 'energy dollars' will 
continue to flow beyond our city boundaries tinlil we develop local energy sources. There will be 
opportunities for local companies to develop markets for geothermal and soJar energy, as well as wasle 
heal caplure and re-use. This will in tum slnmgthen our local economy, make us less dependent on 
foreign energy sources, help our community achieve its greenhouse gas emissions reduction targets of 
33% below 2007 /evels by 2020, and 33% below 2007 levels by 2050, and take us do.ser to meeting 
our community-wide energy reduction target 0110% beloW 2007 lewis by 2020 

• Demand management has po/entialto defer, reduce ore/im/nate /he need for infrastructure capacity 
upgrading. Water demand can be reduced through water metering, low flow fixtures. leak reduction. 
pressure man<!gement, and reduction /n discretiOnary uses such as lawn Irrigation. Most warer use 
reductions a/s() generate sewer flow reductions. Sewer flows can also be reduced Ihrough inflow and 
Infiltration management Education and technology can pley criticel roles Tn demand side 
menagement. Storm waler has polential to be harvested and utilized in place of drinking water for uses 
such as irrigatjon. 

• Ufe cycle management plays a key role in a weH managed utility. as ex/ending the life of assets 
reduces their overall cosilO society. Some (JfOducts thai appear cost effecl;vtl in /he shoff term ClIn 
have excessive operational costs thaI make them more expensive in /he long flJn. Therefore, 
infrastructure choices should alWays favour the long view. 

• Effective Imptementation • Identify how the Olfleial Community Pian vision, goals and objectives will 
be achieved to the year 2041 

• Phasing & Prior ities -Identify the timing for further planning , Area and Sub Area Plan updates, 
K. development priorities, additional studies. signiflC3nt land acquisitions and other initiatives. 
tmptementation Concepts • Sustainable financing (e.g., development cost charges, works and services), density bonusing, 
Strategy developer contributions and planning strategies are dear and transparent for the City. development 

community, general publ ic and others. 

· Others' ResponsibilitIes - Clarify the role of Metro Vancouver. Translink, YVR, the Province and 
Federal Governments and their agencies in facilitating the implementation of the citY;s 204 t OCP. 

L. • Development Guidelines that aim to the development of identifiable, lively, safe, accessible, 
Building/Site sustainable, healthy urban areas and neighbourhood centres outside of Ihe City Centre thai focus on 
Design and Concepts energy efficient, human scale. people-friendly built fo rms and a high quality public rea lm. 
Public Realm (OP • More user-mendly gu1delines for use by staff, developers and the general public 
Guidelines) • Reinforcina s ustainabHltv, safety and SeCIJrity, connectivitY. and accessibility guidalines of site 
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CAUTION 

31'12602 

l'" 2041 OC,P '_'.. ' . ~' d rafi, " P" Ii 

the quality of the public r~aim _ 
• Urban areas and neighbourhood centres that facilitate easy access to amenities, serve the daily 

needs of local residents. and Invite walking and biking trough a system of direct roules from the 
residential areas to the neighbourhood centre, as well as between neighbourhood centres 

• Open spaces and urban plazas integrated into developments that are part ofthe overall 
neighbourhood fabric 

• Site-specific u rban design concept statements that are responsive to the vision for the 
neighbourtlood as part of the design review process of neighbourhood centres and major 
developments. 

• Streamlining the guidelines to clarity and improve adaplab~ity 

Staff Re/Ionalfl: 

Revised, update, and re-orpsnizod guidelines will ensure thaI: 
• sus/ainability, safety, and accessibility objectives are given priority; 
• complete mixed U$6 pedestrian fri&ndly developments and neighbourhoods are developed; 
• the exlsling re$idential character of neighbourhoods and qUalily of life Is preserved; 
• high quality civic outdoor space crucislto the enjoyment of public life is developed; 
• Information Is easy to find end reference and thet a/l relevant UrDen design c{msiderations are taken 

Into account for each deve/opmen/sppl/cation; and 
• community and neighbourhood values are recognized snd respected through the design review 

process (e.g., raiforing Ihft interface betweftn single family areas end highftr density developments). 

3. II i~ : .. _' that th .. , , 
DOIi'~ .. "dt""· _., "00' "i. 
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ATTACHMENT 10 

Third Round OCP Update Concept Public Consulta tion Program 

- Paper copies of the comments sheets were distributed at the open houses and were available 
online at the www. letsttalkrichrnond.ca and City OCP website. 

- The comment sheets and packages of the display board material were delivered to all 
community centres, libraries, SUCCESS office. 

- Drop boxes were available at al l community centres, libraries and City Hall to drop off lhe 
comment sheets. 

- Full page colour ads for the comment sheets and the open houses were places in the 
Richmond Review and the Richmond News appearing 4 times a week over 4 weeks 
encouraging people to fi ll out the comments sheet. The ad informed the public that the OCP 
Concept contained a vision, goals and objectives based on a morc sustainable community that 
is more healthy, welcoming. diverse, safe. connected and adaptable with a thriving 
doymtown core, distinct and connected neighbourhoods, protected agricultura l lands, a 
healthy eeo-system and prosperous businesses. 

- Coinciding with the comment sheet period, eight open houses were held at City Hall and tbe 
community centres. 

- Departmental staff were in attendance to answer questions. 

Coach House and Granny Flat aDen Houses 
Date !Venue Number of Attendees 

Iwednesdav, June 8/11 
Burkeville - Sea Island Community 
Centre 37 
Richmond Gardens - Samuel 

Mondav. June 20/1 1 Briqhouse Eleml:mtarv 73 
Edgemere - Thomas Kidd 

Tuesdav, June 21/11 Elementarv 65 

2041 OCP UDdate - 3rd Round aDen Houses 
Cate lVenue Number of Attendees 
Saturdav. M~ 28/11 ho~son Communitv-Centre 35 

uesdo.: Mav 31111 I\r.iest Richmond Communitv Centre 30 
hursd-a-v: June 2111 Richmond CitV Hat! 28 

Saturdav. June 4/11 Steveston Comrnunitv Centre 28 
Mondav, June 6/11 Cambie Community Centre 12 
Wednesday, June 8/11 Sea Island Community Centre 37 

hursdav, June 9/11 South Arm Community Centre 26 
hursdav, June 16/11 Hamilton Community Centre 28 

314778J 
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Act ivity Report : Lets Talk Richmond 

01 july 2010 
--- ,. 

Activity Overview 

Site visits 

Page views 

Vfsito rs 

Comments 

Ag rees 

Disagrtes 

OocumeJ'l\ downloads 

Video plays 

Page Views By Date 

'" .~ 

.. 0 

"" '" '" '"0 
, ~ 

29 August 2011 

(lifetime) 

90.878(<)1,082) 

lO9.0UII09.355) 

4.3116 (4,334) 

0 10) 

0 [0) 

0 10) 

1.965 0.965) 

0 10) 

Number of Participants who 

Reo;Jistere d '" (269) 

Commented 0 IOi 

Aqreed 0 10) 

Disagreed 0 )0) 

Oownlo~ ded documents 5" (534) 

Downloaded ",dees 0 101 

Viewed FAQs , 
'" Took polls " (21) 

'~l=~~~~~~~-~~~~~~~~~~~~~ 
21111 7 l 11D5 11119 22J(l9 13110 3111 2'111 1511 2 SiOI 2M1 1 15102 911lJ 30103 20/(l < 11105 Hfle 221116 13107 3103 2<108 2!lI1lS 

Page Views By Hour 

R<.q is ter"d • Unregistered. 

Engagement Depth Ncragc TO\ll Parti(ipant Convers ion 

lime on site 2m S5 (2m 55) 
ll3 ld (Illd VOsitors who 
l2h Btl) 

I> registered 6.2% (6.2%) 
Page "';ews L2 (1.2) 109,014(109.355) 

~ downloaded documents 12.4"10 /12.3%1 
Visits 21. 1 (2 1.0) 90.878{91.0821 

Registered part icipan ts who 
COlI"VY\ents 0.0 W.OI 0 {O) 

• commented 0.0"10 10.0"101 
., primary 0 10) 

• agreed/diSli09 reed 0.0"10 10.0%) 
• replies 0 10) 

• tool<. polls 7.8% (7.8%) 
Agre es 0.0 (0.0) 0 10) 

Disagrees 0.0 (0.0) 0 10) 

Tools Total P~ge views Votes Comments Agrees Dlugre,,' Participant'; 

ForumTopics 0 0 )0) 0 10) 0 (O) 0 (O) 0 (O) 0 )" 

News Articles 5 '" (490) 0 {O) 0 10) 0 10) 0 )0) 0 10) 
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Document Download:; 

M~p 01 Rkhmon(!'s Ne;ghbourhoods 

OCP laU newsletter and survey 

Proposed newground"Oriented Housing: BurkviHe, Rict.mond Gardens, Edgemere 

2041 OCP Goals 

OCP Objectives ; A t o L 

2041 OCP Vis ion 

Wh~t is ~n OCP? 

Official Commurttiy Plan Update City W:.>bs ite 

Genearlland Use Concepts and Principles 

City-wide Survey Results 

Areas for Further Consultation for Coach Houses and Granny Flats 

Coach Houses and Granny fla ts - Background Inlormal:ion 

Neighbourhood Centres - Background Info~tion 

Future Neighbourhood Centre planning for the 8 Shopping Malls 

What Is an OCP1 

TOTAL 

Video Download Activity 

TOTAL 

Sources (Top 20) 

_richmond.,a 

www.google.,a 

intranet 

richmond.ca 

w.w.r.civicinfo.bc.ca 

_bclocalnews.com 

www.google.com 

www.facebook.com 

www.y<.lurl ibraP).ca 

www.letstalkri.hmond .ca 

letsta Ikriehmond .ba ngthetable .com 

WNW.bing.com 

y.lndex.ru 

whois ,domaintools.com 

www.munkipalinfonet.com 

,= 
www.5usta inet.com 

36ohk6dgmcdln. y<.lm.1T\1I il.~hoo .net 

ems,dtj!richmond .be ,ea 

twitter,eom 

and 177 ot hers 

TOTAL 

Se arch Te rms (Top 20) 

letstalkrichmond 

let's talk rkhmand 

lets t alk richmond 

letstalkrkhmond .ca 

let5 t alk richmond 

www.letsTAU<richmond.ca 

www.letstalkrichmond.ca 

le t s talk richmond 

letsTAlKrichmond.ca 

Edgemere Gardens OCP 

1,370 

m 
16' 

100 

" 
" 
" 
" 
" 
" ,. 
" 
" 
" 
" n 
n 
n 
n 
n 

3,215 

Search Engine 

Goog(e 

Google 

Google 

Google 

Google 

Google 

Google 

81n9 

Bing 

Goog.l=. 

Documen! downloads 

'" (344) 

'" (298) 

'" (204) 

'" (192) 

'" (189) 

183 (183) 

m (172) 

m (12~) 

" (68) 

" (3S) 

n (33) 

n (33) 

" 02) 

" (31) 

" (26) 

1,965 (1,9651 

• 10' 

Page views 

0 ,370) 

(523) 

(1 63) 

(100) 

(92) 

(84) 

(72) 

(58 ) 

(58) 

(54) 

(511 

(42) 

(38 ) 

(37) 

(23) 

(13) 

(B) 

(12) 

(12) 

(12) 

(3,226) 

Page views 

,. (SO) 

" (44) 

" (42) 

" (38) 

" (28) 

" (16) 

n (13) 

10 (10) , ,OJ , ", 
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-.m.letsta Ik,ichmond 

let's talk Richmond 

boundariu of richmond city 

letsTALJ<richmond .ca 

richmond granny flat edgemere bur1<eville richmond g.Irdens 

letsta Ikv.;chmond .ca 

letss talk richmond 

talk richmond 

lets t"lk richmond 

wNW.le tsta IkriChmond.ca 

and 121 others 

TOTAL 

Polls 

Voters (t otall 

Vote's (% of part icipants) 

Polls 

How dkl you hear about letsTALKrkhmond.ca? (22 ) 

po,n ~....sp.pcr ad : J6.' % (al !!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!! •••••• 
• l rio~o : 22.~ ( 51 

oln_r.le.Z%I·1 

d;,wcn"",! htlm Ih. 01, : 13.6% (31 

n."", SlOty: '.5% I l) 

orllne od: '.5% ( I I _ 

'" '" '" ." 

Bing 

Google 

Google 

Google 

Google 

Google 

Google 

Google 

't.Ihoo 

Bing 

'" 

" 
0 .5 % 

• , 
, 
, 
, 
, 
, 
, 
, 
, 

'" 

.. , 

'" '" 
"1 
1' 1 

'" 131 
(3) 

(3i 

131 
131 

(417) 

(21) 

(0.5%1 

... 

1 (1) 

Surveys 5 ,,"""'y I,,"',s (% cf participants) 2 (21 

COMMENT SHEET: Proposed 2041 OCP 
Update Concept 

PROPOSEO NEW HOUSING SURVEY· 
Burkeville, Richmond Gardens, 
Edgemere 

Submiss ions 

People 

lichen 

kusmicfofces 

Stove 

Solway 

jkg 

derek williams 

Bob l.epsoe 

"" 
"'" 
carol Day 

meotwav 

angelako 

4)110 B"y.l.ew St reet 

_t " lbot@teh,s.net 

'"'. 
Starr 

Ma"e~rr 

mqerl"ch 

11 (11; 

14 114) 

Submis sion takers 

o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 

0 .3% (0.3%) 

0.3% (0.3%) 

Commen~ 

(0) 

101 

101 
10> 

101 

Wi 

101 

101 

101 

IOJ 
IOJ 
IOJ 

10' 
(0) 

10' 

10' 

10' 
10' 
101 

Summary ! Browse responses 

Sum.-na ry I Browse ruponses 

Submission ~..,'s (% of parti«pants) o (0) 

o 
o 
o 
o 

o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 

Agrees 

IOJ 
IOJ 
IOJ 
101 

IOJ 
IOJ 
10, 

'" 101 

IOJ 
IOJ 
IOJ 
101 

'" IOJ 
10, 

101 

10' 
(OJ 

o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 

Disagrees 

101 

IOJ 
IOJ 

'OJ 
'OJ 
10' 
101 

'" '" 101 

IOJ 
IOJ 

'OJ 
IOJ 
101 

'" 
101 

'" 
'" 

o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 

10> 

101 

101 

101 

'" 101 

101 
(OJ 

IOJ 

'" 101 
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'" 
'" '" 101 

101 
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cil ,zen lO 

TOTAL 

Suburb 

Richmond 

ri,hmond be 

vancouver 

B ·9IH No;' 

V6X2H2 

buch"rest 

New West 

Abbotsford 

Richmnd 

GV'rlSA 

vancouver I Richmond 

North Vancouver 

Sydney 

richmond 

Richmond Be 

RICHMOND BC 

RICHMOND 

Unspecified 

TOTAL 

TopiC Breakdown 

News Article Breakdown 
5 new.; art,de s 

o 

o 

Partic ipan ts 

0 (250) 

o (5) 

4 (4) 

1 (1) 

1 (1) 

1 (1) 

1 (1) 

1 (1) 

1 (J) 

1 (I) 

1 (t) 

1') 

o (1) 

250 (0) 

5 (0) 

o (OJ 

o (0) 

o (0) 

l68 (:Z69) 

(O) 

(0) 

Let's Talk Richmond's Future - The 2041 Official Community Plan 

Pa9~ views 

Votes 

Comments 

Agrees 

Disagrees 

Participants 

Let's Talk Social Planning 

Page views 

Vo!" S 

Comments 

Agrees 

Disagrees 

Participants 

This is Richnl0nd .. 

Page views 

Votes 

Comments 

o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 

o 

o 

Comments 

(0) 

(01 

(0) 

{OI 
(0) 

(0) 

(0) 

(0) 

(0) 

(0) 

(" 
10) 

(0) 

{OI 
(OI 

(O) 

I" 
10) 

(O) 

(O) 

101 

Agrees 

o (0) 

o (0) 

o (0) 

o (0) 

o (0) 

o (0) 

o (0) 

o (0) 

o (0 ) 

o (0) 

o {OJ 

o (0) 

o (OJ 

o (OJ 

o (0) 

o (0) 

o (0) 

o (0) 

o (0) 

" 
o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

" 
o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

'" 
o 

o 

o 

o 

(0) 

10) 

Disagrees 

o (0) 

o (0) 

o (0) 

o (0) 

o (0) 

o (0) 

o (0) 

o (OJ 

o (0) 

o (0) 

o (0) 

o (0) 

o (0) 

o (0) 

o (0) 

o (0) 

o (0) 

o (0) 

o (0 ) 

(4 7) 

(OI 

)0) 

(OI 

10) 

10) 

(27) 

10) 

(" 

(0) 

(" 
(O) 
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(0) 

(0) 

o (0) 

o (0) 

Site visas 

o (0 ) 

o (0) 

o (0) 

o (0) 

o (0) 

o (0) 

o (0) 

o (0) 

o (0) 

o (0) 

o (0) 

o (0) 

o (0) 

o (0) 

o (0) 

o (0) 

o (0) 

o (0) 
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Acti vity Report: Lets Talk Richmond 

27 May 2011 

Activity Overview 

Sit e ",;s its 

Page "'em 

Visitors 

Comments 

AIIrees 

Disagrees 

Document downloads 

Video plays 

Page Views By Date 

'" ". 
'" " . .. .. 
" ~ 
~ .. .. 

30 June 2011 

(lifetime) 

635 (1,186.) 

1,864 (2.785) 

3113 (450) , ''J , "I , (OJ 

6<50 (847) , (Oi 

Number of Participants who 

lleglstered " (22) 

Commented ,» 
Agreed , ,,, 
Disagreed , '" 
Downloaded documellts '" 076) 

Downloaded videos , ,OJ 
Viewed FAOS , 

'" Took po lls , IOJ 

" ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ 
27IC5laJll 5!9/05!O/OSI I/05 ,ro6 2/06 3IOIi ~I06 5/06 fifC6 7106 5106 9,1)6 ' 0/06 1/OG121O!lI31004106l5roG6/o!l l/OG !fC6I910 5!OIOII!I I01I!2IOO2JJO!lt4IOO1!S!OII!6ill 62 7101I!!IOIll91OIOIOf06 

Page Views By Hour 

Rcg,stc,('d • Unra g istc,('d • 

• " " .. 
Engagement Depth ""'erage Total Participant Conversion 

TIme on site 3m 105 12m 1d 9h (2d Bh) 
Vis itors who 

Shi 
~ regis t ered 5.9% (4.9%1 

page views '.9 (1.31 1.864 12.7851 
~ downloilded documents 43.2% (39 .1%) 

Visits H (2.6) 635 (l.1M) 
Regis t ered participants who 

Corrvnents ,., I:?O) , 
'" • comment~d 5.6% 14.5%) 

,. primary , 
'" • agreed/disagreed 16. 7% (l3.6%) 

• repli~s , ,OJ 
• tOok po lls 0.0% (0.0%) 

Agrees U (1 .3) , "I 
Disagrees 0.' (0.0) , (0) 

Tools TDlal Pag~ view. ",I~' CDmments Agrees DIsagrees Participants 

forumlOp ics , m (521) , 
10' 

, 
'" 

, "I , 101 , 
'" News Articles , , (0) , (0) , 101 , (0) , (0) , 101 
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Document Downloads 

OCP Objectives: A to L 

2041 OCP Vis ion 

2041 General Land Use ConceptS and Princ iples 

2041 OCP GOals 

Detailed Survey Ro.sults and Verba t im Comments 

Coath House and Gr .. nny FI~ts· Brackgrovnd Information 

Future Neighbourhood Centre PI .. nning forthe B Shopping Malis 

City-wide Survey Ro. sults 

Key Messages from 2nd l'Dund OCP findings 

Nelghbouhood Centres - Background Informiltion 

Areas for Further Consultation for Coach Houses and Granny Flats 

'NIlat is an OCP? 

TOTAL 

Video Download Activity 

TOTAL 

Sources (Top 20) 

www.google .ca 

wwwyourlibrar"jlca 

www facebook.com 

wwwgoogle.tom 

m.f .. cebook.tom 

bangthetable.tom 

corporate.bangtheta ble .tOm 

by148w.bay148 .rna il.li\o'C.com 

sn 12Bw;snt12 8.mII iI.live.com 

wwwgoogle .a t 

co 116w;coI116.maiUiw .com 

360hk6dgmcd 1 n.yom.mail. yahoo.net 

www.google.to.jp 

TOTAL 

Search Terms (Top 20) 

2041 OCP Updllte Contept 

rkhmond Otp 

site:letstalkrichmond .ca coach Burkeville 

Official COlTlll1lJn ity Plan 204 1 

ocp richmond 

miss ion and ';slon concept 

site;letstalkrichmond.cII coach 

gr .. nnyflats~. co .. ch houses 

vision goals and objectiveS 

TOTAL 

Polls 

Voters Itolal) 

Voters (% of participants) 

Polls 

Surveys 

Submissions Subml;ss;on t.a~c r s 

Search Engine 

Google 

Google 

Google 

Goo\lle 

Google 

Google 

Google 

Google 

Google 

" 
" 
" , 
, 

, 
o 

" 

o 
0.0% 

Survey takers (% of participants) 

Document downloads 

>SO 1183) 

m (174) 

m (156) 

" (l17) 

37 (42) 

" (30) 

" (28) 

" (27) 

" (26) 

" (24) 

" (23) 

" (17) 

'" (847) 

0 ,., 
Page views 

(15; 

(14) 

(11) 

(O' 

m 

'" u, 

'" U, 
0) 

'" 
'" 
'" 

(61) 

Page VIew, 

, 
'" , 
'" , 
'" , 0) , U, 
/lj 

'" 0 0) 

0 0) 

" (12) 

o (0) 

,0> 
/0.0%) 

, 
'" 

" to, 
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People 

"". 
leacherman 

kelandtrev 

hJwthome 

M .. rtinlldh 

<hikabooday 

"" lelikj 

Tripper 

''' ..... Ic 

snomojo 

Marsaine 

summerldnd 

bonil 

rgrilham 

EdWdJd 

brentWOOd 

Th ink 

sofunke 

wardo 

TOTAL 

Suburb 

Richmond 

Richmond BC 

vanCouver 

RICHMOND 

r ichmond 

Unspecified 

TOTAL 

Topic Breakdown 
2 forunltopics 

Proposed OCP Concept Vision, Goals and Objectives 

Votes 

Comments 

Agrees 

Disagrees 

Participants 

Comments 

, 
, 
, , 
, 
, 
, 
, 
, , 
, 
, , 
, 
, 
, , 
, 
, 
, 
, 

ParUcopants 

16 (20, 

1 (l) 

1 (l) 

o (OJ 

o (O) 

o (0) 

18 (22) 

'" 
'" 
'" (0' 

(0' 

(0' 

(0' 

(0' 

(0' 

(0' 

'OJ 
(0' 

IOJ 
(0' 

(0' 

(0' 

(0' 

(0' 
(0, 

(0, 

'" 

Proposed 2041 OCP Concept - Did we leave anything out? 

Page views 

Votes 

Corrments 

Agrees 

Disagrees 

Participants 

, 
, 
, 
, 
, 
, 
, 

, 
, , 
, 
, 
, 
, 
, , 
, , 
, 
, 
, , 
, 
, 
, 

• 
Corr"'lients 

'" 
(0' 

IOJ 
(0' 

'" 
(0' 

'" 

Agrees 

IOJ 
'OJ 
(0' 

'" 
(0' 

IOJ 
IOJ 

'OJ 
,OJ 

'" 
'OJ 
(0, 

(0, 

(0' 

(0' 
,OJ 

IOJ 
,OJ 

(0' 

'" 
'" 

Agrees 

4 (4) 

o (0) 

o iO) 

o (0) 

o (0) 

o (0) 

4 (4) 
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, 

, 
, 

, 

, 
, 
1 
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, 
, 
, 
, 
, 
, 
, 
, 
, , 
, 
, 
, 
, 
, 
, 
, 
, 
, 

Disagrees 

(0' 
(0, 

(0, 
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,OJ 
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(0, 
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(0, 
,OJ 

(0' 
,OJ 
,OJ 
IOJ 
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,OJ 

DIsagrees 

o (0) 

o (0) 

o (0) 

o (0) 

o (0) 

o (OJ 

o (0) 

(311) 

(0) 

III 

,,, 
101 

'" 

(210) 

101 

'" ,,, 
(0' 

'" 

Site vtsits 

o (0) 
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o (0) 

o (OJ 

o (0) 
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o (0) 
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o to) 

o (0) 
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o (0) 

o \Il) 

o (0) 

o to) , (0, 

o to) 

Sile .,;sIts 

o (0) 

o (0) 

o (0) 

o (OJ 

o (OJ 

o (0) 
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News Article Breakdown 
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Towards a sustainClrhle community ATTACHMENT 11 

Official Community Plan (OCP)-2041 Update 

Welcome to the Official Community 
Plan (OCP) public open house. 
2041 Update: Third round public consultation 
The purpose of this open house is. to: 
• Provide you with the results and outcomes of the 2nd 

round public consultation including: 
- City-led master planning processes for East Cambie 

and Hamilton Neighbourhood Centres 
- More community consultation in May-June to see 

whether residents in Richmond Gardens, Edgemere. 
and Burkeville want to consider coach houses and 
granny fla t options 

• Obtain your feed back on the: 
- Proposed 2041 OCP Concept (OCP Vision, Goals and 

Objectives) 
- 2041 general land use principles 

1. Please review the display pan., ls which 
describe the proposed 2041 OCP 
Concept. 

2. Please fil l out the comment sheet to 
let us know what you think about 
the proposed 2041 OCP Concept by 
Thursday. June 30, 20 11 . 
• Complete and drop off the proposed 2041 OCP 

Concept comment sheet in the drop box!~s provided 
at this open house OR 

• Fill it out online at www.letstalkrichmond.ca. the 
City's online discussion forum OR 

• Take it home and mail or fax it back to us or drop it 
off at the OCP drop boxes at any community centre, 
library or at City Hall. 

3. Visit the online discussion forum at 
www.letstalkrichmond.ca 
• There is a discussion forum for you 10 discuss the 

proposed 2041 OCP Concept. 
• You can also see what other people said and have 

your say by visiting www.letstalkrichmond.ca 

4. Stay involved by checking out the 
onl ine website. We will let you know 
what the feedback was for this round 
of OCP consultation and future 2012 
open houses when the OCP is drafted 
in mid-20l2 

welcoming and diverse· Conllecz'ed and accessible · Valued for its special places · Adaptable 

Towards a sustainllble community 
Official Community Plan (OCP)-2041 pdate: Third round public consultation ~Ridvnood 
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. ' 

WhatisanO . . Community Plan, (q,Cp)? 

An O(P is the planning policy document that re"fleets and 
helps achieve the City's long-term vision - who (lnd what 
we want to be in the future as a community. It is the City's 
most important planning policy. The OCP is developed 
after a thorough and realistic assessment of the City's 
existing situation, future prospects and relationship to the 
surrounding region, and is based on the community's values 
determined through public consultation . Richmond adopted 
its first OCP in 1986, and updated it in 1999, The 2041 
O(P Update will better ref lect current realities, induding 
future population growth. address future needs and trends, 
integrate sustainabil ity and ensure a comfortable pace of 
change. 

What is sustainable 
development? 
Richmond is updating the O(P to move towards a 
sustainable city. The most commonly understood definition 
of "sustainable development" is Ndevelopment which 
meets the needs of the present without compromising the 
ability of future generations to meet their own needs~ 

How do we create a 
sustainable community 
and accommodate a 
growing population? 
By 2041, Richmond will grow to 280,000 people and 
will have 180,000 jobs. The number of residents living 
in the City Centre will grow to 100,000 from its current 
population of 52,000. Richmond will need a total of 46,271 
new housing units (26,494 apartment and 19,777 ground 
oriented units) by 2041 . As a result of this growth, our 
neighbourhoods will likely look different in the future. 
Much of the housing demand will be accommodated in 
the City Centre, however there is a need for more housing 
choices in the single family areas outside the City Centre. 

How and where do we locate 
new housing to accommodate 
a growing population? 
In July 2010, Council endorsed that staff explore new 
housing options in the single family areas outside the City 
Centre as part of the 2041 OCP Update. Council agreed 
that staff should present to the publiC to determine their 
degree of acceptance via open houses and a survey: 
• new housing forms such as granny flats, coach houses, 

aod 
• consider future planning for densification around the 8 

shopping malls 

Welcoming and di'Uerse • COl1ncd'ed and accessible · Valued for its special places· Adaptable 

Towards a sllst/limmle community 
Official Community Plan (OCP)-2041 pdate: Third round public consultation ~1Ynond 

2 
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The October 2010 
Coach houses and 

In October 2010, the City hosted public open houses and 
distributed a two part city-wide OCP survey caned the HO(P 
Housino/Neighbourhood Centre Public Survey " 

Part A of t he survey asked Richmond 
residents whether they would consider: 
• On smaller single family lots (up to 550 m2) 

• granny flats Of coach houses instead of CI secondary 
suite in a single-family house; or 

- a duplex on the lot instead of a single family house 
and a secondary suite. 

On larger single family lots (oller 550 m2): 
granny flats or coach houses in addition to a 
secondary suite in a single-family house; or 
a duplex, instead of a single-family house and a 
secondary suite. 

The table below lists these housing forms and how 
Richmond defines them. 

Housing types proposed for si ngle family 
neighbourhoods outside the City Centre 

HOUSing type 

Granny Flat 

Coach House 

Duplex 

DesCrtptlon -A detached, self-contained dwelling 
located on the ground floor in the rear 
year-a maximum size would be 
70 m2 (755 sf) 

A self-contained dwelling loc..ated 
above a detached garage in the rear 
yard-maximum size would be 
60 m (64S sf) 

Two self-contained dwellings located 
either: (1) side by side, or (2) front & 
back on the site-the maximum size 
would be the same as a single-family ho,,,, 

Towards a smlail1tlhle community 
Official Community Plan (OCP)-2041 Update: Second Round Results ~chmond 

3 
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Part B of the survey consisted of three 
questions related to future planning 
around the eight neighbourhood centres 
outside the City Centre. Residents were 
asked if they would consider, after the 
2041 OCP is approved: 
• future planning and community consultation around the 

eight neighbourhood centres to create more nnixed use 
and walkable communities where people can better live, 
work, shop and play; 

• a range of uses and building types in the inner core 
(e.g .. mixed use buildings with commercial at grade 
and residential or office above, low to medium rise 
apartments and townhouses on the shopping centre site); 
ood 

• a range of housing types such as triplexes, fourplexes. 
some townhouses as well as granny flats, coach houses 
and duplexes in the outer core (e.g., outside the inner 
core of the shopping centre and within t he single-family 
residential area. 

Definitions 
• The inner core is t he shopping centre itself and any 

adjacent commercial or multiple-family residential 
sites along the major arterial roads abutting the 
Neighbourhood Centre. 

• The outer core is the area within a 5 minute walk to 
the inner core. Consideration will be given to a range 
of hOUSing types (granny flats, coach houses, duplexes, 
triplexes, and fourplexes) in the outer core. 

Towards a sllstainahlecommllllity 
Official Community Plan (OCP)-2041 pdate: Second Round Results ~~ 

4 
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, "-' 2nd Round Results c_ 

" ~! -. -tt· 
' .' .. 

OCP Housing/Neig 
City-Wide Survey 

bourhood Centre 
esults 

City-wide 2041 OCP Housing/Neighbourhood 
Centre Public Survey Findings 
Part A: New Housing Types in Sinfjle Family Areas 

Large Lots (e.g .• ow.- 550 m2 Of 5.920 ft.2 in size) 

1. Currently, owners may have a s!ngle·famlly hou e AND a se<ondary sUite i he follOWIng additional houSing choices should be 
permitted' 

a) in addition to a secondary suite: Strongly Agree/Agree 

i) a coach house 37% (l84) 

ii) a granny Iial Strongly Agree/Agree 

39% (1 9 1) 

b) instead of a single.lamily house AND a secondary suite: Strongly Agree/Agree 

i) a duplex 37% (181) 

Small Lots (e.g •• up to 550 m2 or 5.920 ft2 in sa' 

Strongly DisagreelDisagree 

53% (259) 

Strongly Disagree/Disagree 

49% (24 1) 

Strongly Disagree/Oisagree 

49% (238) 

2. Curren tly, owners may have a slngle--family hou! AND a secondary sUite The following addilionCiI hoUSing chOICes should be 
permitted 

CI) ;Mead of a secondary suil e: 

i) a coach house 

ii) a granny l iCit 

Strongly Agree/Agree 

33% (162) 

Strongly Agree/Agree 

32% (154) 

b) instead of a Slngle·l amily house AND CI secondary suite: Strongly Agree/Agree 

i) a duplex 32% (154) 

Strongly Dis.agreelDisagree 

56% (272) 

Strongly Disagree/Dis(lgree 

52% (256) 

Strongly Dis.agreelDis.agree 

51% (248) 

Part B: Future Planning Around the Existing Eight (8) Neighbourhood Centres 

3. ('Shl (8) NeIghbourhood Cemfl! Areas: Over the 19 g term, 
after the 20011 DC? Upd<!te is completed, more del:ailed 
planning Should bI' umlenaken, III cleM conSlJltatK n Wlth the 
ooghbourhood. for the Clght (8) Neighbourhood nlre Areas, 

4. Inner Cote of the NeKjhbourhood Centreln the lut re planmng 
and comrnunoty consult(ltl{)n 1m the elQht (8) Ne~Frhood 
Centres, a range of lISeS and bu.ldrng typeS,n the inner core 
(e.g .. mor.ed use bu,ld1rlgs wilh commercial at qrildj_ and 
rC51dent~ll or office above, low to rnedlum rise apa menl and 
townhouses) shoold be considered 

5. Otller (ore of the Netghbourhood Centreln the Iu fIe 
planrung Clnd communrty COfl5Uit;IIKln lot the elgh (8) 

Neighbourhood (enlres, the rdoge 01 hOUSIng t~rs In the 
outer cure (e,9·. outside the mner core find wrthifl jlhe single-
family restdef1!131 iIIeCl) Should be extended beYQIld coach 
houses, granny lIa~ and duplexl?'i to 1n<luded Inp~~es, 
fourplexeos dnd some \OwnhollSeS. .~ II~ ___ _ 

Slrongly Agree/Agree 

78% OS3) 

Strongly Agree/Agree 

52% (255) 

Strongly Agree/Agree 

32% (154) 

Slrongly Oisagree/DiS(lgree 

10%(49) 

Strongly DisagreeJDisagree 

27% (136) 

Strongly Disagree/Disagree 

57% (280) 

Towards a sltstainable community 
Official Community Plan (OCP)-2041 pdate: Second Round Results ~Richmond 
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Key Messages fro 
OCP Survey Findin 

Part A: Housing Choices 
in Single-Family Areas 
In general, Richmond residents indicated 
the following: 
Citywide, (49% to 56%) eit her strongly disagre!!d or 
disagreed with coach houses, granny flats or duplexes on 
lots located anywhere but on an arterial road; 

In the Seafair area (163 out of 488 surveys), there was 
very low support for considering new housing types; 
62% to 68% strongly disagreed or disagreed with coach 
houses. granny flats or duplexes on lots not located on 
an arterial road 

• There was some support (over 50%) in specific areas 
for considering either coach houses or granny· flats in 
Steveston, Granny flats in Broadmoor, Coach houses and 
granny flats in Shellmant. Hamilton, (ambie East and in 
Burkeville, 

• The duplex housing form was not supported by most 
areas. Most mentioned that t he look and size 01 existing 
duplexes in Richmond was very unappealing 

Citywide, the concerns most mentioned regarding the 
new housing options were the: 

increased number of parked cars on the street or on 
the site; 

additional neighbou rhood traffic; 

loss of back yard and green space; 

loss of privacy from overlook; 

loss o f existing single family neighbourhood 
charader and lifestyle (quiet and peaceful; sense of 
belonging and commitment); 
creation of more impermeable surfaces o n the lots; 
ood 
increased noise. 

The perceived benefits of the hOUSing options, that were 
most ment ioned from those in support were: 

allowing additional housing on a lot would be a way 
to preserve older houses (building a granny flat or 
coach house to reach the same maximum density 
allowed on the lot); 

providing a positive income and mortgage helper; 

giving more flexibility (e.g., for couples, seniors); 

creating lower cost housing for renters; and 

ensuring that the new housing options h,3ve good 
design guidelines 

Part B: Future Planning for 
Neighbourhood Centres 

Cit}"Nide, residents strongly supported (78% strongly 
agreed or agreed) more detailed future planning 
in consul tation with the community for most 
neighbourhood centres; 

City w ide, residents were more cautious (S2% strongly 
agreed or agreed) to inner core densilication of 
neighbourhood centres; and 

Citywide, there was less support (32%) for introducing 
more housing types in the outer core. 

The "most mentioned" benefits of 
neighbourhood centre densification: 

more compact communities 

more green space 

more people living within walking distance of shops 
and services 

more stores and services 

improved transit service; and 

a wider range of housing options and more 
affordable housing choices. 

Towards a slIslJ1;llable com11l11llity 
Official Community Plan (OCP)-2041 pdate: Second Round Results ~dvnond 
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Areas for further c 
Houses and Grann 

nsultation for coach 
Flats options 

When the survey results were categorized into the 14 planning areas, an accurate sense of what area residents supported 
or did not support was not captured because th!~ participation was so low. For example. there were only 4 respondents in 
Burkeville. Staff did further analysis using criteria: 

• survey support for the housing choices 
• age of housing stock built before 1970 
• level of transit service 

As a result, staff considered that Richmond Gardens, Burkeville and Edgemere neighbourhoods were best to consult with 
more regarding granny flats and coach houses. 

In April 2011, City Council approv,ed: 
• that more community consultation will take place in the Richmond Gardens, Edgemere and Burkeville areas to see if the 

residents in these three areas want to consider coach houses and granny flat options; 

• No other areas will be considered for granny flats and coach houses in the 2041 O(P 

I 

• Additional Community Conaultatlon 
ATaaa regarding Possible Granny 
Flats anellor Coach Houses "' ___ ... oe_ .. ~ ____ """'~lOCP_ 

Towarlls a sustainable community 
Official Community Plan (OCP)-2041 pdate: Second Round Results ~~ 
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od Centre 
ping malls 

Support for neighbourhood centre planning for the neighbourhood centres was high; however, as not all centres ( an be 
re-planned al once, priorities are required . City s;taff used criteria to determine priorities: 
• degree of survey support, 
• age of the centre, as older centres tend to redevelop, and 
• the need for improvements (e.g., traffic, beautification). 

The analysis revealed that East Cambie and Harnilton Neighbourhood Centres most meet the criteria_ 

In April 2011, City Council approved: 
More consultation and planning to densify neighbourhood centres outside the City Centre will take place, after the 2041 
ocp is approved. 

• City-led neighbourhood centre master planning processes will be undertaken for East Cambie and Hamilton 
Neighbourhood Centres; 

• If the owners of Blundell and Garden City shopping malls, request in writing to initiate a neighbourhood centre 
densification planning process which the City will guide and they will undertake and pay for, such requests w ill be 
considered by Council; 

Densification of the Seafair, Terra Nova and Ironwood Neighbourhood Centers, not be considered in the 2041 OCP 
update; and 

The Broadmoor Neighbourhood Centre, approved by Council in 201 0, can continue its densification, as per the 
Broadmoor Neighbourhood Centre Master Plan. 

Towards a sllstai"able community 
Official Community Plan (OCP)-2041 

I 

Noighbourtoood S.rviee Centres 
Out:&ldR The City Cenlnt ---.. -~-

. """""-~ .. ..,...---- -........ ""'-,,___ ...... ~,OCP_ 

• -"",*-""--_~_c.n..,,",,) 

pdate: Second Round Results ctmond 
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Proposed 2041 CP Update Concept 

Population and Employment 
• By 2041, Richmond's population will be 280,000 

(1 00,000 in the City Centre) and will have 180,000 jobs 
(60,OaO jobs in the City Centre). 

• Richmond embraces its share of Metro Vancouver's 
2041 population and job growth and understands that 
appropriately planned urban densification, a strong 
employment base, the continued protection of the ALR 
will create a city that is special, adaptable, divl~rse and 
vibrant . 

2041 General Land Use 
Concepts and Principles 
Highlights 
• Development supported by transit options that place 

biking and walking above automobiles as prie,rities. 
• An urban landscape that encourages and enables physical 

activity and social connection in everyday living: 
• High density mixed uses in the City Centre; 
• Intensified employment lands including industrial and 

commercial employment; 
• The preservation of agricultural lands; 
• Expanded parks, open spaces and trails; and 
• An improved transportation network with an emphasis 

on walking, cycling and transit 
• Outside the City Centre, there will be more community 

consultation to explore: 
A mix of low to medium density uses in the inner 
core of the neighbourhood centres; and 
A diversity of ground-oriented residential housing 
choices in the outer core of the neighbourhood 
centres. 

r-Velcoming and diverse· Connected and acceJS1"h1e • Valued for its special places· Adaptable 

Towards a sust(lillablecommllllily 
Official Community Plan (OCP)-2041 Update: Third round public consultation ~Rkhrnond 
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Proposed 2041 

Towards a sustainable 
community 
A sustainable and healthy island city that meets the needs 
of the present without compromising the ability of future 
generations to meet their own needs. It is a place where 
people live, work, and prosper in a welcoming, connected, 
accessible and vibrant community. In Richmond, health 
of the people and health of the ecc-system are ~;ustained 
through community participation and long-term economic, 
social and environmental well-being. 

2041 OCP Vision 
In 2041, Richmond has become a more sustainable city -
a place of great spaces and experiences, whose greatest 
assets include its thriving downtown, healthy, distinct, 
and connected neighbourhoods, its island shoreline, open 
spaces and protected and productive agricu!tura! lands. 
Richmond has adaptable prosperous businesses that enrich 
people, the community, the natural environment, the world 
and future generations. 

Richmond is a place where people: 
• fee! connected to their physical surroundings, to the 

people around them, and to their community. 

• are active and healthy. 
• respect, honour and celebrate the diversity in their 

community. 
feel connected to the past, celebrate the preSI?nt, and 
anticipate the future with enthusiasm. 

Richmond has become more energy efficient and is 
responding to the challenges of climate change. in 
partnership with other levels of government, its citizens and 
its businesses. 

Welcoming and diverse · Connected and accessible · Valuedfor its special places · Adaptahle 

Towartis a sustainable commllnity 
Official Community Plan {OCP)-2041 pdate: Third round public consultation ~Richmond 

10 



PLN - 187

Proposed 2041 

2041 OCP Goa ls 
Richmond will become a city that is: 

1. Welcoming and dive~e 

The city is inclusive and designed to support the needs 
of a diverse and changing population . 

2. Connected and Accessible 
People are connected to and interact with each other. 
Places, buildings and activities are connected and 
easy to access by everyone. Decisions with respect to 
housing. businesses, parks, recreation, transportation 
and community access, including street desi~ln and 
repair will be made to facilitate participation of all 
citizens including those with disabilities and restricted 
mobility. This allows everyone to participate fully in 
community life. 

3. Valued for its special places 

A variety of places - big and small - in all 
neighbourhoods where residents and visitors will be 
drawn to them as vibrant people places or for their 
natural beauty. 

4. Adaptable 
The ci ty, residents and businesses have the ability to 
anticipate and respond creatively to change. They 
build upon what already exists, learn from and build 
upon experiences from both within and outside the 
community. In partnership with each other, clnd respond 
to the challenges of changing demographics, culture, 
technology, and climate, 

fVelcomirlgand diverse· Connected and accessible · Viduedfor its special places · Adnptable 

Towards a sllstainable community 
Official Community Plan (OCP}-2041 pdate: Third round public consultation dYnond 
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Proposed 2041 CP Update Concept 

A. Connected Neighbourhoods w it h Special Places 

The ways in which neighbourhoods are designed and 
built and the housing choices and amenities the~' provide 
contribute to making a vibrant, healthy and sustainable 
community. 

Objective: 
To create compact, mixed-use neighbourhoods tl1at include 
many types of destinations such as stores. parks, plazas, 
playgrounds and services that can be easily reached by 
walking and cycling . The city's neighbourhoods will be 
diverse, made up of all age groups and abilities, with a 
range of housing choices to meet their needs now and into 
the future. 

Concept s: 
• Neighbourhood Heart: Develop a varied range of 

distinct higher density mixed-use neighbourhood centres, 
outside the city centre which will become the" heart H or 
ncoren for each community and contribute to a sense of 
place. 
Connected Sense of Place: Each neighbourhood 
will contain a diversity of housing choices, shops and 
services, a distinct public realm, special places, parks, 
recreation facilities and a web of pedestrian and cycling 
connections. 
Accessible: Neighbourhoods win have mixed and 
non-traditional housing forms and arrangements to 
support residents of all ages and abilities, challenges, 
characteristics and income levels. Future planning will 
consider aging in place in each community. 
Healthy: Foster neighbourhood design that comprise 
many types of destinations a short distance from home 
with easy access to safe places where everyone in the 
community has a chance to be active 
Sustainable: Neighbourhood design will consider energy 
efficient buildings and green infrastructure. 

Welcomingand diverse · Connected and accessible· Valued JOT its special places · Adaptable 

Towards a slIstainable community 
Official Community Plan {OCP)-2041 pdate: Third round public consultation ~idtmond 
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Proposed 2041 CP Update Concept . 

B. Vibrant City: Arts, Cult ure and Heritage 

Many factors contribute to making a vibrant, healthy and 
sustainable community and the presence of a thriving 
arts, culture and heritage sector plays a critical fole. The 
City plays a multifaceted role in ensuring a healthy and 
contributing arts, culture and heritage sector induding: 

• creating the environment for the sector to flourish 
through policy, zoning and support; 

facilitating and supporting individuals and organizations 
including access to facilities; and 
providing opportunities and activities for lifelong learning. 
creating and participat ing. 

Objective 
To create the environment for the City to be a ~ thriving. 
resilient, diverse and creative community" where people 
have a strong sense o f identity and a clear senSE~ of 
the attributes that make it un ique. A citizenry that is 
empowered, engaged, connected, and a city that is a 
vibrant tourism destination. 

Concepts 
Culwral Engagement" facilitate and create the 
environment and culture of the city that SUPP()rts the 
arts and culture and enhances their contribution to the 
vibrancy and vitality of the community. 

a Lifelong Learning: foster a joy of reading and a culture 
of lifelong learning . 

• Celebrating Heritage: preserve, promote and celebrate 
community heritage. 

Community Revitalization: encourage and develop a 
mosaic of appealing, lively and distinctive areas, vibrant 
publiC spaces, festivals, events and activit ies. 

a An Economic Engine: harness the benefits of and 
support a creative economy and contribute to the thriving 
community tourism sector. 

, 

H/e/coming and diverse· Con neded and accessible· Jlalued for its special places· Adaptable 

Towards a sustainable co11l11l1mity 
Official Community Plan (OCP)-2041 pdate: Third round public consultation ~Richrnord 
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Proposed 2041 

C. Vibrant City: Recreation and Community Wellness 

The City's Parks and Recreation department plays a critical 
role in contributing to a vibrant, healthy and sustainable 
community. In partnership with community organizations, 
Parks and Recreation provides programs, service:s, places 
and spaces that contribute to an exceptional quality of life 
for both current and future generations. 

Objective 
For Richmond to be renowned as a place where residents 
have access to a diverse and leading edge range of 
recreation, sport and community wellness opportunities. 
Through this, residents are physically active and healthy, 
have an increased permanent commitment to wellness, and 
feel increasingly connected to their community. 

Concepts 
• Strong Partnerships: Strategies to deliver services in 

partnership with many organizations so that we can build 
on each other's strengths, avoid duplication and deepen 
our reach into the community. 

• Being Uniquely Richmond: Strategies to ensure our 
services and programs meet the needs of our diverse 
community, including different ethnic groups, people 
living with disabilities, Single-parent families, low-income 
families. our aging population and our youth. 

• Connecting and Growing: Strategies to enslUfe 
Richmond residents have opportunities for IifE!-long 
learning, to meet their neighbours and feel they belong. 
Promoting community and neighbourhood building 
encourages social connectedness- a key component to 
achieving a sense of well being . 

Living Healthy and Active Lives: Strategies "to address 
the widespread trend towards physical inactivity- to 
encourage people to live healthy and active lilies from the 
cradle to the grave. 
Investing in Parks and Recreation Infrastrtlcture: 
Strategies to ensure our facilities and sports fi·elds support 
our active and healthy living ambitions. Invest ing in parks 
and recreation infrastructure is important because there 
is a direct connection between phySical activity levels and 
appropriate proviSion of recreat ion and sports facilities, 
parks. trails and active transportation corridors. 

Welcomingand diverse · Conneded and accessihle · Valued for its specialplaces· Adaptable 

Towards a sustainable COIllI111lllity 
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Proposed 2041 CP Update Concept' 

D. Safe City 

Objective 
Through ongoing education, prevention and response we 
will ensure a H$afe City" 

Concepts 
• Prevention focused: Be prevention focussed while 

providing optimum emergency response (including 
education). 

Public Educators: Be public educators and fadlitators for 
related safety matters and embrace the delivelY of public 
education through community partners. 

Be Responsive: Deliver prevention programs that are 
responsive to: statistical trends, hazards and the needs of 
a diverse community. 

Safe Transportation Infrastructure: Provide safe 
transportation infrastructure that ensures the safety 
of multiple user groups and encourages active 
transportation options (walking, biking transit). 
Safe Streets: Design safe streets, neighbourhoods and 
places that are vibrant and crime free by intentional safe 
design of land use mix, public realm and buildings. 
Safety for kids: Consult with the Richmond School 
Board in creating safe and walkable school amas. 

Welcoming and diverse· Connected and accessihle • Valued for its special places· Adaptahle 

Towards a sllstainable community 
Official Community Plan (OCP)-2041 pdate: Third round public consultation ~Rictrnond 
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Proposed 2041 CP Update Concept . 

E. Resilient Economy 

Richmond serves as a pre-eminent Asia-Pacific, sea, land 
and intermodal gateway and technology hub. It is home 
to a strategic range of sectors for a resilient economy, with 
a favourable job-te-Iabour force ratio and high j:)aying 
jobs for local and regional residents. Richmond's future 
economic growth and industry diversification arE' achieved 
through retention and intensifying of existing industrial and 
commercial employment lands. 

Objective 
To retain and intensify industrial and commercial 
employment lands as a basis for future economio: growth, 
industry diversification, and generation of a broC:ld business 
tax base that serves local, regional and visitor populations. 

Concepts 
• Asia-Pacific Gateway: Fostering a strong Asia-Pacific 

Gateway enabling sedor that capitalizes on Richmond's 
strategic business location and Asia's economic growth 
Knowledge-Based Industries: Cultivating a high
paying, thriving technology and creative hub in the City 
Centre, that attracts skilled talent locally and from abroad 

• Amenities and Attractions: Developing a diversified 
lighter-footprint commercial sector that meets the 
growing needs of both Richmond residents and visitors 
alike 
Sustainable Local Resources: Championing a 
viable agricultural sedor for both commercial and 
neighbourhood farmers, which responds to long-term 
community food security needs 
Population Services: Nurturing a responsive institutional 
sector that serves the access, mobility, and safety 
needs of a growing, multicultural and demographically 
changing community 
Micro-Business: Encouraging mixed-use development 
in the regional and neighbourhood centres that supports 
the needs of small businesses 

, 

Welcoming and diverse · C0'1111ect.ed and accessible · Valued for its special places · Adaptable 
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F. Agriculture and Food 

Richmond has a long and rich history of farming , 

Agriculture continues to be an integral part of Richmond's 
community, economy and natural and built landscape. 

The City has a significant role in fostering and enhancing 
agricultural viability for existing and new farmers by: 

• Through the Richmond Agricultural Advisory Committee 
(AAC), CQ-ordinating the interests of a wide range of 
farmers (e.g ., cranberries, blueberries, vegetables, urban) 
and the community, to implement recommendations 
in Richmond's Agricultural Viability Strategy and other 
initiatives that support farming. 
(o-ordinating its activities with the federal and provincial 
governments. particularly tile Be Agricultural land 
Commission (ALC), 
Improving the awareness of farming among the residents, 
Providing necessary infrastructure (drainage, irrigation, 
access, transportation; the Nelson Road Interchanges, 
East Richmond Drainage projects, improved signage) to 
support food production in agricultural areas, and 
Creating and amending land use policies and regulations 
that support agricultural producers and activit.ies_ 

As part of the 2041 DC?, the City will be reviewing the 
Richmond Agricultural Viability Strategy to mak(~ it more 
relevant. 

Objective 
Richmond's agricultural lands are to be protected, viable 
and productive as they have an abundant capacity to 
produce food close to home for both local and regional 
consumption and markets_ An understanding of the 
importance of Richmond's food production land.s as 
a valuable measure of sustainability is shared by local 
residents and throughout the region. 

Concepts 
Recognize and Respect agricultural activities in 
Richmond. 
PrOfect food producing land and maximize food 
production_ 
Support Diversity: for all scales and forms ot' land
based food production in agricultural areas and other 
urban areas where appropriate along with farm related 
businesses (e.g., wineries, road side food stands, farm 
tourism). 

Partnerships: Farmers, the City, senior levels of 
government and the community working together to 
support and enhance agricultural viability, 

Welcoming and diverse · Conl1ected and accessible · Valued for its special places · Adaptnble 

Towards a sustainable roI1luumity 
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Proposed 2041 

G. Mobility and Access 

Moving to a Sustainable 
Tansportation System 
To maintain an effective transportation system that 
supports a growing and thriving city, the way W'~ choose 
to travel needs to become more sustainable. Sustainable 
transportation aims to ensure that our needs for access 
\0 people, services and goods are met while protecting 
the environment and social equity for current and future 
generations. Compact, walkable neighbourhoods with 
mixed land uses and convenient public transit SE!rvice allow 
communities to rely on foot, bicycle and transit to travel 
throughout the local and broader regions without having to 
drive. 

Objective 
To deliver a dynamic and effective transportation system 
thaI improves connectivity throughout the city and to the 
region for people and goods while achieving a major shift 
from automobile use to sustainable travel modes. 

Concepts 
Walkable Neighbourhoods: Significantly improved 
pedestrian and cycling realms around service centres 
foster walking and cycling as the preferred tralvel 
options for accessing local services and gathel'ing with 
neighbours. 

Potent ial Adion Items: conned discontinlJOus 
sidewalks and pathways, improve crosswalks, way 
finding to key destinations, traffic calminq on local 
roads. 

Transit-Friendly City: Enhance transit and cycling 
connections and amenities amongst neighbolJrhood 
centres and major employment areas for easy city-wide 
and regional travel without a car. 

Potential Adion Items: more cross-town bus services, 
newer and quieter buses, more bus stop shelters and 
benches. 

Welcoming and diverse· Con1lected and accessible· Valued for its special places· Adaptable 

Towards a sustainahle commullity 
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Proposed 2041 CP Update Conrept 

G. Mobility and Access continued 

Concepts continued ... 
Travel Smart Uve Long: Give priority to active 
transportation modes (cycling, walking and other 
non-motorized modes) that improve personal and 
environmental health, safety, social equity, and quality of 
life. 

Potential Action Items: fine-grained neighbourhood 
bike network using local roads, more off··street bike 
paths, support for walk and bike to school programs. 

• A Caring Street System: Retrofit existing and build 
new transportation infrastructure to meet the changing 
mobility needs of the community by enhancing 
accessibility, comfort and security for all ages and abilities 
of users. 

Potential Action Items: accessible feature:; at all 
signalized intersections and special crosswalks, 
more benches along the street, curb ramps at all 
intersections. 

• Intefligent Investments: Deploy efficient and innovative 
transportation technologies to optimize the overall 
performance of the transportation system and reduce 
vehicle emissions and energy use. 

Potential Action Items: real-time traffic information 
available on-line, intersection improvements 
including advance left-turn arrows and video 
cameras. 

• Moving Goods, Securing Jobs: Coordinate and 
implement timely road and traffic improvements to 
enhance access to jobs and goods movement to support 
and promote growth in economic activities. 

Potential Action Items: strategic expansion of 
road network including new River Road (former 
CPR corridor) and extensions of Ackroyd Road, 
lansdowne Road and Blundell Road. 

Welcoming and diverse· Connected and accessible · Valuedfor its special places · .//dnptable 
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Proposed 2041 CP Uptiate Concept 

H. Ecological Network, Open Space and the Public Realm 

Ecological Network 
Richmond's location - at the point where the Fraser meets 
the Pacific Ocean - means the island City is located within 
some of the most productive estuarine ecosystems in the 
world. 

The Richmond community depends upon its local 
ecosystem and broader environment to provide its daily 
socioeconomic needs - growing food, supplyin!l water and 
clean air and providing material resources. 

Increasing growth places higher demands on already 
stretched ecological resources. Research about !~ological 
sustainability indicates that the worldwide use of resources 
is exceeding the Earth's capacity to renew and replensih 
them. At the same time, awareness is in(reasin~:I that 
communities are likely to experience significant impacts 
from changing environmental conditions. 

Richmond residents have shown strong support for positive 
environmental action: 

84% of Richmond residents support more effort to 
protect and enhance environmental areas and features 
(OCP Survey, 2010) 

& 75% of Richmond residents believe Richmond should be 
a leader in climate change action (OCP Survey, 2010) 

Objective 
To protect and improve the City 's environmental health, 
ecological integrity and opportunities for the community to 
experience nature, 

Concepts 
In order to conserve the City's valuable ecological resources 
and be prepared for changing environmental conditions, 
6 key concepts have been identified: 

Healthy Ecological Network: Protect and enhance a 
diverse, connected, and functioning ecological network. 
Ecological Design: Integrate ecological attributes into 
the City's built and cultivated landscapes 

Pollution Prevention: Proactively implement best 
management practices to protect and improve water, air 
and soil quality. 

Strong Partnerships for Ecological Gain: Collaborate 
with the community and senior governments to protect 
and restore environmental health and ecological integrity. 

Great Nature Experiences: Make it easy and enjoyable 
for the community to experience nature. 
Adapting for Change: Use best available science and 
practices to better equip the City to adapt to climate 
change. 

1#lcoming and diverse· Con1Jea'ed and accessible" Valued for its special places· Adaptable 
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Proposed 2041 CP Update Confept 

H. Ecological Network, Open Space and the Public Realm 
conti nued ... 

Open Space and the Public Real m 
Richmond enjOYS a wealth of parks and a dike trail system 
that is a regional dest ination. As the city grows, the public 
realm (i .e. urban streets, plazas and amenity areas, and 
linkages between neighbourhoods) will increasingly playa 
role in providing recreational opportunities and the stage 
for $Ociallife_ In addit ion, a safe, attractive public realm 
and Richmond's unique places, like the waterfront, will 
contribute to tourism and economic development, drawing 
visitors and businesses to the city. 

The City's finite land area will necessitate that the open 
space system meet multiple community objectives and 
playa role in the city's environmental health and resiliency 
to climate change. The urban forest, parks, natural areas 
and waterways all playa role in the quality of the urban 
environment and can provide other services such as storm 
water management, food production, and alternative 
energy generation. Focusing on increaSing the diversity 
of the types and functions of parks and open spaces will 
contribute to the city's sustainability and, at the same time, 
enrich people's daily experiences. 

Objective 
To protect and develop a sustainable, well-designed system 
of parks and streets, trails and greenways, plazas and 
squares, the waterfront and waterways, that significantly 
contributes to a healthy, vibrant city. 

concepts 
Promoting a vibrant and 'distinctly Richmond' urban 
realm: Showcase and enhance the City's identity through 
a rich variety of great spaces and experiences that bring 
to life Richmond's natural and cultural heritage. 

• Linking people, community and nature: Strengthen 
pedestrian and cycling linkages between every element 
of the city (neighbourhoods, schools, civic spaces, 
neighbourhood service centres, parks, natural areas, 
streets, commercial areas and industrial parks). 

Creating a greener, dynamic and resilient citysCiJpe: 
Protect and create a network of resilient and healthy 
eco-systems that are integrated within the open space 
system. 

• Transforming and celebrating our waterfront 
and waterways: Showcase Richmond's world-class 
waterfront on the Fraser River and enhance the Blue 
Network (the river, sloughs, canals, and wetlands) for its 
ecological value and recreational opportunities. 

Building for physical, social, and spiritual well being: 
Provide a full range of appealing, welcoming places 
for residents and visitors of all ages and backgrounds 
to walk, exercise, play, socialize and engage in healthy, 
active lifestyles 

Meeting multiple community objectives: Provide a 
diversity of open spaces that are flexible and adaptable 
to respond to growth, social needs and environmental 
changes. 

Responsive and collaborative stewardship: Sustain the 
quality of public places through innovative, responsive 
management and shared stewardship between the City 
and multiple stakeholders to foster pride, purpose, and a 
sense of community. 

Welcoming and diverse· Connected and accessible· Valued for its specinl places · Adaptable 
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Proposed 2041 

I. Social Inclusion and Accessibility 

As Richmond groW'S and develops over time, it 1:5 important 
that the city's existing high quality of life not only be 
maintained, but also enhanced. Concurrent with the Dep, 
the City is also preparing a 10 year Social Planning Strategy. 
A fundamental premise both of the Strategy and O(P is 
that the City cannot respond to all social issues on its own, 
but can play an important role in: 

, .Addressing fundamental human needs 
2.Adively engaging all our citizens in decision-making and 

activities 

3.Building on existing social assets and community capacity. 

Objective 
To facilitate development of a more socially sustainable 
city, recognizing the needs of all citizens with the intent of 
enhancing their physical. mental and social well-being. 

Concepts 
• Fundamental Human Needs: develop and implement 

strategies that address fundamental human needs 
(financial stability, adequate and affordable housing, 
equitable access to health and support servicE~S, social 
connectivity, mobility) 

• Citizen Engagement- facilitate active and meaningful 
citizen engagement amongst the population 

• Social Assets and Capacity Building: implernent 
approaches which build on Richmond's key social assets 
and community capacity 

Welcomingand diverse · C0111led -ed and accessihle · Valuedforits special places · Adaptable 

Towards a sustainable community 
Official Community Plan (OCP)-2041 pdate: Third round public consultation ~ctvnond 
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Proposed 2041 

J. Sustainable Infrastructure and Resources 

Objective 
To improve the water, sanitary, drainage. energy and 
refuse infrastructure to meet the city's changing needs in a 
financially, socially and environmentally responsible manner. 

concepts 
• Meet the Demands of a Growing City: determine the 

infrastructure requirements that meet the needs of a 
grOWing population and develop an implementation plan 
that stays ahead of demand. 

• Adapt to Climate Change: build climate change 
resilient infrastructure to meet challenges that include 
rising sea levels, wetter winters and drier summers. 

• Sustainable Community Energy: reduce thE~ city's 
dependence on external energy supplies by innovatively 
reducing and capturing waste energy, reducing demand 
for fossil fuels through conservation, using alternative 
energy sou rces and district energy utilities. 

• Efficient Infrastructure: achieve greater infrastructure 
effiCiency through proactive and creative planning of 
infrastructure upgrades and replacements, thl~ use 
of new technologies, and educating the public on 
conservation benefits. Deliver projects with minimum life 
cycle costs on time and within budget. 

lVelcomillg and diverse · Connected and accessible · Valued for its special places · Adaptable 

Towards a sllstail1ahle col1wlImity 
Official Community Plan (OCP)-2041 pdate: Third round public consultation Rid'vnond 
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--
CP Update Concept . 

K. Implementation Strat,egy 

Objective 
To ensure effective implementation of the O(P Update 
policies, the city will identify how the Official Community 
Plan Vision, Goals and Objectives will be achiew:!d to the 
year 2041 . 

Concepts 
Phasing and Priorities: Identify the timing for further 
planning, Area and Sub Area Plan updates, d,!velopment 
priorities. additional studies, significant land acquisitions 
and other initiatives. 

Sustainable financing: (e.g., development cost charges, 
works and services). density bonusing, developer 
contributions and planning strategies that are clear 
and transparent for the City, development community, 
general public and others. 
Others' Responsibilities: Clarify the role of Metro 
Vancouver, Translink, YVR and the Province and Federal 
Governments and their agencies in facilitatin9 the 
implementation of the City's 2041 OCP. 

Main 2041 OCP Update Studies: As part of the 2041 
OCP Update, the City is undertaking various other studies 
including a transportation plan, engineering rnodelling 
of water/sanitary sewer/storm drainage, and a parks and 
open space strategy. The results of these studies will be 
incorporated into an Implementation Strateg~' that will be 
adopted as part of the 2041 OCP. 

Development Cost Charges (DCC) Rl!'vil!'w: A key 
component of the Implementation Strategy will be 
a review and update of the City's Development Cost 
Charges. DCCs are paid by the development community 
and are used to pay for road, water, sanitary ~;ewer. storm 
drainage and parks. A separate consultation process will 
be undertaken with the development community and 
general public before any changes to the DCCs are made. 

Other Developer Contributions: In addition to DCCs, 
developers also contribute to child care, planning services 
and other community amenities. One of the principles 
the City uses is that new development should pay for 
the services that the new development requin~s. In other 
words, existing developed areas or neighbourhoods 
should not have to pay for new facilities that are required 
by the new growth envisioned in the 2041 O(P Update. 

Welcoming and diverse· Connected and accessible· Valued for its special places· Adaptable 

Towards a sustainahle community 
Official Community Plan (OCP)-2041 pdate: Third round public consultation ~dYnood 
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Proposed 2041 

L. Building/Site Design and Public Realm 
(Development Permit Guidelines) 

Objective 
Development Guidelines that encourage the development of identifiable, lively, safe, accessible, sustainable, healthy urban 
areas and neighbourhood centres outside of the City Centre. The focus will be on energy efficient, human scale, people
friendly built forms and a high quality public realm . 

concepts 
• sustainability, safety. and accessibility objectives are given priority; 
• complete mixed use pedestrian friendly developments and neighbourhoods are developed; 
• the existing residential character of neighbourhoods and quality of life is preserved; 

• high quality civic outdoor space crucial to the enjoyment of public life is developed; 
• community and neighbourhood values are recognized and respected through the design review process (e.g .• tailoring the 

interface between single family areas and higher density developments). 

lVelromingand diverse · Conneded and accessible · Valued forits spedal places · Adaptable 

Towards a susltl;lluhle cOllmwnily 
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Thank you for attend ing our open house. 
Don't forget to fill out the comment sheet by Thursday, June 3D, 2011, as your input is important to us. You can drop it off 
in the drop box at the meeting today or fill it Qut online at .........w.!etstalkrichmond.ca. 

Next steps 
Using your feedback, City staff will revise or add to the proposed 2041 OCP Update Concept. 

During the fall 201 1. we will begin drafting the 2041 O(P Update. 

We will have a Spring 2012 round of open houses to ask for your input on the draft 2041 OCP Update. 

In March-April 2012, the 204 \ O(P will be brought forward for Council consideration and Public Hearing. 

Fourth Round Open Houses 

At the 4th round of open houses, we wilt show: 

w what you told us about the proposed 2041 O(P Update Concept 

• the draft 2041 OCP Update 

OCP public consultation timeline 

~~IJ_ ,~ ... '" '''' ~" ~" 

• ~9 
I ~l: 9 l~ 
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. ' " .. 
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~. >" ' t ;. ~ , - ~! 
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• 
For more information 
For more information, please call 604-276-4188 or visit 'NVVW.letstalkrichmond.ca. 

Don't forget to complete the comment sheet Your answers will help us in the next phase of the O(P update. 

Welcoming tmd diverse · C()111Ject'ed and accessihle • Valued for its special ;loces • Adaptahle 

Towards a sustaillllblerommllllily 
Official Community Plan {OCP)-2041 pdate: Third round public consultation ~Rictvnond 
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COMMENT SHEET 
Proposed 2041 OCP Update Concept 

ATTACHMENT 12 

May 28, 2011 

Please tell us what you think. Using your feedback, City staff will modify the proposed 2041 OC? Update 
Concept, as necessary. 

1. To help move Richmond towards a more sustainable future, the vision, goals and objectives in the 
proposed 2041 DC? Concept provide the direction necessary to beg in to draft the DC? Update. 
(Please mark the box that most cormsponds to how much you agree with or disagree with the above 
statement about the 2041 OCP Concept) 

o 
Strongly 

Agree 

o 
Agree 

o 
Neutral 

o 
Disagree 

o 
Strongly 
Disagree 

2. Do you have any suggestions or comments about the proposed 2041 Update Concept in the following 
areas? 

Vision: 

Goals: 

12 Objectives: 

Did we leave anything out? 

.. .Iover 

3223347 

~ 

"':-~Chmond 
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May 28, 2011 

Thank you for your input. 
Please complete and return the comment sheet by Thursday, June 30, 2011 . 
- Complete and drop off the 2041 OCP Update comment sheet in the drop boxes provided at 

th is open house OR 
- Fill it out online at www.letstalkrichmond.ca. the City's online discussion forum. 
- Take it home and mail or fax it back to use or drop it off at the OCP drop boxes at any 

community centre , library or at City Hall. 

3223347 
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Proposed 2041 OCP Update Concept 
Verbatim Survey Responses 

ATTI'.CHMENT 13 

Survey Verbatim for Question #2 

Q-2) Do you have any suggestions or comments about the proposed 2041 Update Concept in 
the following areas (Vision, Goals, 12 Objectives)?: 

Vision: 

Survey # ODin ion on Concept (Q1) Survey Responses (Q-2) 
1 Strano Iv Aaree New Clean Atmosphere 
3 Strongly Agree New urbanist, pedestrian oriented com act villa e. 
4 Strongly Agree Better walking trails on river (safer) . More 

affordable housing. 
5 Strano Iv Aoree Densification to improve and support shopoina 
6 Stronalv Aaree aQree 
7 Strongly Agree Your on track, Richmond MUST become 

sustainable. Every effort must be implemented, no 
matter the OPPosition. Remember the people in there 
405 50s and 60s who are against change and want 
to be able to drive up to the check out and back to 
there living room, will have either passed on or will 
be to old to drive and will be glad of the much 
improved transit system, more walkways to drive 
there electic scooters on and be able to live in an 
easy care appartment, town home or even better for 
them a granny flat or coach house, the very thing 
they were against a few years ago. We need the 
forward thinkers to put in place the very things which 
most people do not visulise. 

8 Strongly Agree Very well done 
9 Strongly Agree Good 
12 Agree What about transit? 
13 Agree Secondary suites be allowed in all swellings but 

each must be licensed and perhaps a small amount 
of extra paid in property taxes. 

14 Agree More emphasis on public spaces and how they 
bring neighbours together, contribute to friendly 
interaction, promote families spending time together, 
and encourage louts to behave properly. 

15 Neutral Why do we need to increase density? 
18 Neutral Granny flats and secondary su ites be allowed on all 

lots in area greater than 8,000 sq.ft and having one 
spare parkinQ space. -

19 Neutral We need more roads in and out of Richmond. New 
Tunnel! 

20 Neutral The vision is pretty much the same as it was before 

3356594 ·Page 1- P<>liey Pl'nning 
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[ and looks nice but it is very generic. 
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21 Neutral Key to ~connected~ neighbourhoods would be to 
have more transportation easVwest as well as 
north/south. Not everyone can ride a bike or roller 
blade! 

31 Neutral Densification is not an appealing concept. We are 
an island and increasing the population will have a 
huge impact on the quality of life that Richmond 
residents deserve. Every time there is a new OCP, 
the expected population increases. Granny Flats 
and Coach Houses should not be allowed. The ones 
located in Vancouver are causing a great deal of 
frustration and resentment in the neighbourhoods 
that are affected. We should learn from thei r 
mistakes. The densification in the downtown core 
(Brighouse) is very disappointing . The box-like 
exterior of these many apartments is dull and drab. 
Can there not be an expectation that these 
structures be visually appealing , interesting and 
creative. Thankfully the gardens along Westminster 
Hwy and Minoru Blvd add some beauty to the 
downtown core. 

23 Strongly Disagree I disagree with your vision - we do not want 
densification in our neighbourhood (Gibbons I 
Riverdale) - let us densify naturally!!! 

24 Strongly Disagree Use the world densified in place of sustainable. 
25 Strongly Disagree Against ·cookie-cutter" approach to 

neighbourhoods; don't want densification in outer 
neiQhbourhoods. 

26 Strongly Disagree The densification of the existing neighborhoods will 
pit neighbor against neighbor when some lots have 
multitple residential units and others have single 
family homes 

32 Strongly Disagree It's a start , one that the residents of Richmond 
disagree with. Therefore, more research of different 
approaches, casting the net to include a wider range 
of people, perhaps including well-known architects 
and planners from other parts of Canada, the US 
and Europe 

36 Strongly Disagree Yes! I'd like to know who came up with this crazy 
concept we already have illegal suites in Richmond 
with payment to the owners under the table ad 
council chooses to ignore them. If council thinks it 
will be for extended families , they need to wake up!! 

Our taxes keep increasing and we, honest law-
abiding citizens, are getting the brunt because we 
don't have illegal suites, we don't subdivide the 
basement into a series of rooms and rent each out 
for daily or monthly. These are not bed and 
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breakfasts! They share communal kitchen. These 
lead to a transient neighbourhood. 

We don't enclose our garages and make them into a 
suite. The lower levels in many homes. Have a 
suite or two on the lower level and the garage allows 
at least 3 suites in a house. 

The Mayor and Council seem to think we have 
bottomless cockets! ! 

27 Strongly Disa ree It is all window dressing. 
28 Disagree Too vain, and no concrete idea. I understand your 

big picture, but you should give more detail ideas 
what you have in mind. For example, you said you 
want 100000 living in City Centre, then how many 
high rise , townhouse, etc will be in the area? No 
data on it 

29 Disagree I hope this will not become another closed door city 
council event, where the mayor pushes through the 

. proposal in order to satisfy a developer 
30 No Response aSeyond Sustainable~ 

Sustainable is such a worn out 1990's word: it 
means only to maintain and uphold the status quo. 
The same goes for the word liveable - and that is 
not good enough. 

3H6594 Policy Planninl 
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Goals: 

Survey # Opinion on Concept (Q1 ) Survey Responses Q-2) 
1 Strongly Agree Run smoothly; more goals 
3 Strongly Agree Vibrant streetscape and edestrian realm. 
4 Strongly Agree Better sewer system and drainage 
6 Strongly Agree agree 
7 Strongly Agree Building on our very valuable farmland HAS to 

STOP ... Parcelis of land which have been broken up 
due to poor planing can still be used by induviduals, 
groups or small time farmers, make it cheap to use, 
ecourage any type of sustaiable use in the 
production of food, in the coming years it will 
become way to expensive to buy all our crops from 
China. Not to mention environmentalv wrono. 

8 Strongly Agree Well aligned with how we hope to see Richmond in 
30 vears. 

9 Stronglv Agree Good 
10 Agree Keep all farmland especially that used by small 

holding I market garden farmers 
12 Aaree Overall ok excect SFH 
14 Aoree ditto 
15 Neutral Too much included in plan to limit too few fines 

I prefer documents on each ot:>j~ctive I goal I conceot. 
18 Neutral Densification and affordable housing to maximize 

and centralize city services. 
19 Neutral Sky train to Steveston .... 
20 Neutral I would like to see the current base line numbers -

the parks and services ratio per a resident in diff. 
neighborhoods and the numeric based goals - what 
growth is proposed in diff. areas and where the land 
for the parks increase is going to come from 

21 Neutral Again "access~ to all need more public 
transportation or everyone will drive more and keep 
their 2 or more cars. 

22 Neutral How many more times is the City going to blacktop 
SI. Albans Road? 

31 Neutral Not at this time. 
24 Strongly Disagree Cap the population and keep it steady or convert 

residential I industrial into agricultural 
25 Strongly Disagree Arterial roads saturated with buildings - no green 

spaces - built riQht out to sidewalk. 
26 Strongly Disagree This is a feel good group of statements that do not 

make any sense if the proposed changes to existing 
neighborhoods are allowed the over development of 
existing neighborhoods will achieve the opposite 
result of these feel oood Qoals 

27 Stronolv Disaoree It is aU window dressinQ. 

lJ.j6S\1.1 ·Page .s. I'olky Plann,nll 
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32 Strongly Disagree The goals appear to be to figure out how to cram, 
into Richmond, all the people from all over the world 
who think they might like to live in Richmond. This is 
not a worthy goal. Everyone cannot live in 
Richmond, nor should Richmond try to 
accommodate them all. The goal should be, rather, 
how to accommodate the people of the city in a wide 
variety of different types of neighbourhoods, that will 
appeal to a wide variety of people and how they 
want to live. There should be highrises in the core, 
low rise buildings around regional shopping centres, 
single family housing on large lots in 
neighbourhoods as there are now. It is a mistake to 
allow multifamily housing in all neighbourhoods, as 
those who have lived in Richmond for many years , 
or all their lives, in homes on larger single family 
lots, will simply leave Richmond. Not everyone 
wants to, or should, live in close quarters as your 
2041 plan seems to propose. While a downtown 
core of highrises seems to be the order of the day, 
high rises at Williams and NO.3 Rd seem completely 
out of character with the housing that is in the area. 
Townhouses and 3 storey buildings fit in and create 
more of a neighbourhood than highrises 

28 Disagree More detail idea, such as where the eight shopping 
malls is. How to house the new people? How many 
new high rise, townhouse, community centre? If go 
for the plan, how much for the cost? 

29 Disagree We should be moving towards more environmentally 
friend Iv DroDosals 

30 No Response The goal should e a drive to improve, to surpass, to 
transcend what is today; through innovation and use 
of new technology ect. Richmond is knows as the 
"Garden City· = uphold and improve on this! 
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12 Objectives: 

Survey # Opinion on Concept (Q1 Survey Responses (Q-2) 
1 Stronalv Acree To put the goals forward 
3 Stronalv Aaree Densification to support 
4 Strongly A ree More pea Ie more services? 
6 Strongly Agree agree 
7 Strongly Agree Densification is the only way forward. No more 

mega homes, unless its for proven large family use. 
Lots more townhomes, appartments, small family 
homes. All new buildings must have up to date 
energy conservation systems No exceptions, and 
regardless of added cost, people can do without 
other luxuries, like get rid of the second car and take 
transit, walk or bike. Every effort should be made to 
update existing structures to make them as energy 
effiCient as possible. Wherever possible provide lots 
of walkways, green space and less roads. 
Encourage people to walk and get there groceries 
and STUFF, locally, plan more small stores within 
walking distance and create a village atmosphere, 
and give the area a name to give the place a sense 
of purpose, this should stop driving across town 
which brinQs me to my next ooin1.. .. ... 

8 Strongly Agree Very comprehensive. Please do your best to 
implement the objectives. 

9 Strongly Agree Very good I believe the implementation would 
really make or break the validity of the plan, but that 
is somewhat inevitable I guess. Overall , much 
better than I'd hoped for - very intelligent and well 
thought-out. 

10 Agree Food Security 
14 Aaree ditto 
33 Agree I counted 131 
18 Neutral Apply zoning equally in all area without preferential 

discrimination. 
19 Neutral Less high density apartments 
20 Neutral I do not like the attempt to substitute the park space 

by the parks, open and public space as it is not the 
same for me and it wiU cut the amount the green 
space overall. It looks to me that the school 
buildings footage is now included in that open space 
which is not right in my point of view. Also many 
sports fields in Richmond now have restricted 
access for the people from the neighborhoods and 
only are accessible for the members of the sport 
clubs so how come they are included in the open 
space 
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21 Neutral M Sounds~ good ideal in fact but again not 
everything is in that one area - better transportation 
needed if people are to stop driving. 
Take Steveston for example - increase of housing 
crammed together and everyone still drives to 
Vancouver or wherever because the Canada Line 
doesn't got to Steveston. Has anyone in planning 
tried to go to Vancouver by Canada Line and had to 
connect with a bus first - not bad by day, but try 
coming back late at night, will have to stand and 
wait for a bus for a long time - after 9pm it isn't fun . 
Canada Line is great, but nobody has given up their 
cars in Steveston area. Traffic is a major headache 
and it gets worse each month. 

22 Neutral Before houses and garages come down please put 
rat poison in these buildings so it doesn't send them 
into neighbouring houses when the machines take 
down the buildings. 

Empty lots should be kept clear from weeds and 
garbage. Please check lots corner of Jones and St 
Albans => This is attractinQ rats! 

31 Neutral Not at this time. 
24 Strongly Disagree Steady stat economy should be the objective, not 

sustaininQ growth and environmental destruction 
25 Strongly Disagree Transportation - parking lane on No 1 Road to 

Steveston dan_g~rous . 

26 Strongly Disagree This process is designed to get the results the City 
WANTS. The city should look at the results 56 % 
and 53% SAY NO TO DENSIFICATION OF 
EXISITNG LOTS .. in existing neighborhoods 

27 Strongly Disagree It is all window dressing. 
32 Strongly Disagree The objectives are rather what one would expect of 

any community: Recreation, Safe City, Resilient 
Economy, Agriculture and Food, (we are lucky to be 
surrounded by farms, as long as we don't cover 
them all with buildings), Mobility and Access, Open 
Space, (comes with being in the middle of a river) , 
Sustainability, and Building, (something we do 
perhaps too eagerly). The illustrations are 
somewhat misleading. ''Vibrant City: Arts , Culture 
and IHeritage", for example, has a picture taken 
under the Canada Line track, an area of unlimited 
concrete and huge pillars, not a very people friendly 
area. The photo is of a large picture of trees, under 
high gloss plastic. A landscaped park with benches 
and real trees, not photos would make this a much 
more people friendly place, although it will never be 
Arts, Culture, or Heritaoe. I would call what it is now 
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a place one should stay away from after dark, 
especially when alone. Your "Connected 
Neighbourhoods with Special Places" includes a 
photo of a campus, which looks like a great campus 
to study & walk or visit with friends, a benefit to the 
community. Richmond, however, let our university, 
Kwantlen, build their building without a campus, and 
they certa inly offer nothing to the community as your 
photo does. The role of the city is to ensure 
campuses look like your photo, not like the building 
of Kwantlen, with no grass or park areas. While 
most of the illustrations are recognizable as 
Richmond, there are some that definitely are not 
Richmond. Mobility and Access has a lovely bike 
lane separate from the road, with large trees and old 
houses with character. A lovely photo. Richmond, 
however, bulldozes old houses, often with the big 
trees at the same time. Where are we going to place 
softly winding wide bike lanes in our community of 
straight streets and houses built nearly to property 
lines? The woman sitting on the bench in the photo 
below is lovely, except she is right next to the curb, 
with no greenery, and traffic racing by. In the 
summer she would be too hot, in the winter she 
would drown in the rain . Should she extend her feet, 
they will likely be run over. Where is the sense of 
th is photo? "Social Inclusion and Accessibility"-
Richmond is making much more of an effort to 
provide for aU the immigrants who are coming to live 
in our community, providing many services and 
celebrations of their cultures, rather than welcoming 
them into the culture that is Canada. Richmond has 
changed to look and feel more of a suburb of cities 
that are overseas, rather than expanding the 
Canadian city that is Richmond to accommodate 
these people. (I know only one person who has 
lived in Richmond for many years who is planning 
on staying here.) We have become foreigners in our 
own country, and we wish to live somewhere that is 
Canada, rather than a small bit of Canada in a city 
that is mostly some other country. Canada has a 
wonderful history and heritage. We should not be so 
embarrassed by it that we are willing to let 
immigrants create their own country here within our 
community 

28 Disagree Too board, no concrete plan 
29 Disagree 1 am not aware of any 12 objectives. Was a notice 

sent out to the home owners? 
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30 No Response UNeighbourhoods" is another 1990's word (pie in the 
sky) and is no longer appropriate for a city of 
200,000 as it is today, - and that will be a City of 
350,000 to 400,000 in 2041. (Call it City Centre and 
surrounding town Centres). 

• Instil a sense of pride to be a citizen 

• Install signs with slogans: "Keep Richmond 
green!" and uKeep Richmond clean and don't 
litter" 

• Richmond should not only be a Ugreen" city , 
but encourage the use of ~renewablen energy 
and let the public know of these efforts. 

• Encourage developers to find uses for grey 
water - to filter it & treat it and use it for 
toilets in multi-family, apartments and high 
rise developments to use it for greenery and 
trees surrounding these developments (as 
water will be at premium in 2041). The City 
must hold developers to plant trees to cool 
the increased use of concrete , to absorb rain 
runoffs, to help with the wind tunnel effect of 
higher buildings and towers. 

• Urban forests: together with the loss of trees 
in re-development areas, the City must 
commit to the planting of Urban Forests, as a 
refuge for wild life and especially birds, which 
are natural insect controllers . 

• Build underground cisterns that catch rain 
water for parks and the city sprinkler 
systems 

• Create consumer and pedestrian friendly 
City Centre (and Town Centres) allow 
outdoor seating areas for cafe's and 
restaurants away from the polluted air of the 
main streets, but dose to them. 

• Allow small and home based businesses to 
sell their product directly to the public, ie 
street vendors in small market areas, street 
artists allowed and encouraged in market 
areas and parks. 

• tell developers to quit building homes with 
massive garages fronting and dominating the 
streets. Build veranda's and porches 
instead. 

• Responsible urban development bylaws. Be 
mindful of the river, create natural areas with 
trees, shrubs and grassers along the river. 
Roads and buildings close to river disrupt 
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hydrology, surface and groundwater flows 
permanently, increasing the potential for 
flooding . Raise the dykes! 

• Plan for increased sewage discharges that 
accompany rapid urban growth. 
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Did We leave anything out?: 

Survey # Ooinion on ConceDt (Q1l Survey Responses (Q-2) 
2 Strongly Agree How to connect 2 airports together by high~speed 

train? (Vancouver and Abbotsford airports) 

I just support to do everything on map. 
t . Leave a corridor for the high~speed , so no 

building is permitted to be constructed along 
this corridor. 

2. Decide where the railway stations to be 
located (about 15 km apart from each other). 

3. Plan to make communities around the 
railway stations. 

3 Strongly Agree Transit 
4 StroQgly Agree "A Hiah school~ can be shared with N I W 
7 Strongly Agree Put our roads on a diet, give up whole lanes for 

transit and bikes. LOWER the speed limit 30km in 
all built up areas, provide lots of buses and help pay 
for it with ZERO tolerance speed cameras, of course 
people will speed so take there automatic fines and 
offset transit costs. Do away with many regular 
parking spots and make them available to the 
disabled. Make them free but all other spots should 
be short stay and very expensive, keep bus fares to 
the bare minimum and increase a richmond road tax 
for cars. I know thats going to cause outrage but if 
you want to make changes in the way people think, 
you have to go BIG and drastic. Give pedestrians 
and cyclists priority at intersections. Make it safer 
and they will come, its proven in many parts of the 
world even in North America. Provide more storage 
for bikes, do away with some car parking for a bike 
carrell , encourage stores to provide racks so we can 
get groceries and load up the bike trailer Richmond 
is a great place to live but with more people coming, 
new rules have to be enforced. We have the chance 
to set an example, lets not waste that listening to 
small minded and short sighted people. Without a 
healthy and sustainable environment, nothing else 
matters 

8 Strongly Agree We live in West Richmond. We use the Canada 
Line everyday and love it. We can access the line 
by bus but wish there was central parking in 
Richmond to park for a reasonable price like parking 
at the casino. 

9 Strongly Agree Not that I can think of! 
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11 Agree -Stopping development and building of mega homes 
on agricultural land. 
·Increase rapod transit capability - ie more cars 
·Solve traffic gridlock at Steveston Hwy and No 5 
road 
-Protect farmland from pesticides / herbicides and 
general destruction f removal of the top soil. 
-Protect the wateIWays from pollution. 

12 Agree I don't want to live above someone else's garage or 
in some one's house. 

I don 't want to be constraint by strata and dual with 
my neighbour to change the color of the house or 
the roof, ego Duplex. 

I don 't want to be a landlord either. 

I want to be able to buy a house without the need to 
have tenant to survive the mortgage. 

I believe the oversized lots in Richmond should be 
divided into smaller ones. 

In conclusion, I disagree with your way to density 
Richmond . If we densify Richmond, what you will 
achieve is a city if Chinese landlord where basically 
no one with local income will be able to access 
ownership. 

13 Agree Facilities - gravel placed on road shoulders in areas 
with no sidewalks.; Shrubbery cleared from 
sidewalks ect, for disabled people to move around. 

Cell phones cause cancer, we are told also 
herbicides and weeds (including unwanted trees) 
are multiplied in Richmond. Our application, each 
household should be allowed to use up to 50 
judiciously each spring on the property. My 
vegetable garden is so full of weeds, I can't pull 
them out and it is the first time in 37 years that I 
haven't planted a veaetable g,arden. 

14 Agree I'm glad to see you have included food security as 
an important concept to nurture and take action on 

33 Agree Yes - no acknowledgement of I reference to 
Richmond 's First Nations population I ongoing 
history and participation. 

• Conservation and sustainability education 
needs to start @ early level (k-3/4). Small 
children are very effective educators of their 
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elders. Passionate and intense. 
0 I didn't see any reference to % of residents 

whose places of employment also in 
Richmond (I think it used to be 50150 in the 
days Johnny Carline was Rmds 1S

\ economic 
development officer. It was something to be 
proved of. are we anywhere close ti 50/50 
today? Today's housing prices would have 
diluted it significantly - I would think. 

0 Removing areas for density development. 
Strongly rigid for an OCP which is surely a 
true ~work in progress~ and to the degree 
that Rmd itself is. 

0 Needed: A 10callFederai partnership 
strategy for preventing I containing private I 
public encroachment into existing food 
production lands (eg. Port Authority). Ditto 
for similar, such as airport and the fuel 
del iver pipeline. 

Othel"Nise good and Thank you. A 43 year 
resident and home owner 

33 Agree Yes - no acknowledgement of I reference to 
Richmond's Fi rst Nations population I ongoing 
history and participation. 

0 Conservation and sustainabiJity education 
needs to start @ early level (k-3/4) . Small 
children are very effective educators of their 
elders. Passionate and intense. 

0 I didn't see any reference to % of residents 
whose places of employment also in 
Richmond (I think it used to be 50150 in the 
days Johnny Carline was Rmds 1S

\ economic 
development officer. It was something to be 
proved of. are we anywhere close ti 50/50 
today? Today's housing prices would have 
diluted it significantly - I would think. 

0 Removing areas for density development. 
Strongly rigid for an OCP which is surely a 
true ~work in progress~ and to the degree 
that Rmd itself is. 

0 Needed: A 10cailFederai partnership 
strategy for preventing I containing private I 
public encroachment into existing food 
production lands (eg. Port Authority) . Ditto 
for similar, such as airport and the fuel 
deliver pipeline. 

Othel"Nise good and Thank you. A 43 year 
resident and home owner 
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15 Neutral - Nothing about schools. Making them multi-
purpose/use. 
·Seniors housing needs increasing 
-Social housing 
-Developers need to be on board - reduce density 
of some of their proposals. 
-I 'm looking for connected neighbourhoods with 
special places in East Richmond. 

-On Housing - granny flats , eet. Rather than 
permitting I creating max size, why not % of lots size 
as main factor? 
-multi-level? 
-only with 1aneway? 
-must pay share of property tax + utility 

Let's do more and not always in City Centre. O-
zone was great! Why not do again more often. 

-Why no big screen tv for Canucks playoffs -
could've done at Oval or City Hall or off Cambie 
HiQh School ! East Richmond community centre. 

16 Neutral How about an emergency plan? We are an 
earthquake zone .. . ... how can we deal with the 
disaster when our population is increasing rapidly . 

Suggestion: Including Wi-F i or other wireless 
access to public facil ities (eg. richmond Hospital, 
Thompson communications). Just in case no phone 
line available after earthquake, people can use wifi 
internet to communicate. Especially in community 
centres, schools, hospitals serving as centres for 
evacuation. 

Thanks for listeninq and keep up the qood work. 
17 Neutral The ALC is subject to political manipulation (see 

Chilliwack) at the provincial gov't level. Protection of 
agricultural land would require changes to provincial 
legislation and likely a change in gov't will be 
necessary. 

The Canada Line is going to be overloaded given 
the plans for massive residential development in the 
Vancouver Cambie corridor. More frequent 
scheduling will be necessary. TransLink cannot be 
allowed to have people left at bus stops because 
buses are full. More frequent late night buses 
should be reinstated. 

Neighbourhoods should not be forced to accept 
hiQher densities aQainst their wishes. 
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In order to have a Transit Authority that is 
responsible , they should be elected and recallable. 
No non-elected officials should have power to enact 
taxes and increases. 

18 Neutral Granny flats should be permitted in front of the main 
house where space permits. Provide EaselWest 
bus/trolley transit system, extend Canada Line south 
to Steveston Hwy. Consider eastfwest LRT to feed 
Canada Line, #1 rd to #6 Rd. 

Relocate hospital to Lynas Lane property. Move 
school board to Lynas Lane. Move works yard 
management to RCMP building. 

Expand Seniors Centre into Oval. Provide a pool for 
Thompson Community Centre . 

Street parking by permit only on aU streets with 3.5 
km of Oval. 

19 Neutral No Gran~y suits !! 
20 Neutral Yes, the sea rise level preparedness program. 

Holland is already updating their plan for the dikes 
and creating their new state of the art intelligent dike 
system and we need to plan the same 

21 Neutral We need to expand on food security. We need to 
stop building on "goodn farmland. We need to 
encourage those that build large houses on the 
larger lots to grow some food or at least not be 
allowed to cement over 80-90% of their property so 
that they can park 6 or more cars. This is 
happening a lot in my areas (2 - 3 million dollar 
homes are built surrounded by solid surfaces). 

With climate change if there is a major weather 
disaster we probably have 3 or 4 days of food 
supply because the market will be closed and no 
exports of food to us will be allowed. Somehow th is 
needs to be planned out now while you are building 
all these communities. 

Money should be spent on increasing dyke 
upgrades, ect. This should be a priority for all. We 
notice Richmond getting wetter and "sinkingH with 
global warming everyone will need more dyke 
protection. 

22 Neutral Thank you for allowing us to see the progress and 
further improvements for the city. 

Re: Put thinqs in different parks and strats. Our city 
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looks lovely with the flower arrangements for the 
islands in the streets. Let's no waste money on 
things or arrangements stuck in areas that laves 
people questioning such designs. please remove 
that "head" across from Rona. 

More mention could be considered in advertising all 
new parks. I'm thinking of the one on Heather 
Street and is Hamilton getting a park by the 
community centre? Please let us know. 

Street cleaning is always good to have especially 
when buildings are going up and dust/dirt is flying 
around . Chatham and No 1 Rd: 4 way intersection 

I (Thank goodness this new way is going to happen!) 
31 Neutral There should be a very strong commitment to 

preserve our historical areas such as Steveston, 
Britannia, Gary Point, Terra Nova, etc. An example 
of this commitment will be the decision made 
regarding the future of the Town"s Nettings and 
Supplies building. Will it coninue to support the 
fishing and maritime aspect of Steveston or become 
another three storied building with apartments. As 
an example: The Army and Navy Legion property on 
No 1 Road does not support the concept of an 
"Historical Fishing Village. It is such a shame that 
this building now dominates the entrance to 
Steveston Village 

34 Neutral Stricter guidelines with regard to design on new 
homes. 

1) If the objective is to provide affordable housing for 
family members or to provide a convenient location 
to care for senior family members - OK - each 
request to be approved on its own merit and design 
fits with community. 
2) We are losing our heritage look in Burkeville as 
the new home designs are not in keeping with the 
community. They are too big and insufficient yard 
space. 

24 Stronalv Disaaree Common Sense! 
25 Strongly Disagree Why do we have to defend our neighbourhoods 

every 5 years to fight planners on what they want for 
our neiahbourhoods. 

26 Strongly Disagree Va, stop selling these idea's and start fresh with 
lower density for existing neighborhoods 

27 Strongly Disagree It is all window dressina. 
32 Strongly Disagree It's lovely to say we are going to have granny flats, 

coach houses, duplexes in all varieties, as in 
Kitsilano in Vancouver. Eastern Canada, the US and 
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Europe do this well . It all sounds wonderful, and 
your photos show cute little examples. To create 
those cute little neighbourhoods it is necessary to 
have bylaws that require housing to be in certain 
styles. All neighbourhoods don't have to be the 
same, but some effort must be made to keep 
construction within guidelines that go with the area. 
Back lanes are necessary to get the garages and 
cars out back. When houses are taken down, and 
townhouses are built, with parking and garages, 
there have to be bylaws to get the cars into those 
garages so that it is possible to drive down the 
street, something that was possible before the 
neighbourhood was "redeveloped". Steveston is a 
community that people come to see from all over the 
world . The houses have character and many are on 
small lots, creatively landscaped. Yet, someone has 
received permission from the city to buy 2 or 3 lots 
and build one huge house with no relation to the 
rest of the neighbourhood. This type of "city 
planning" does not improve our communities. -
Many years ago, when I was studying architecture in 
university, the accepted city planning knowledge 
was that low rise was best built by the water, and 
buildings became higher the further back from the 
water one got. That way, more people had a view, 
and the waterfront maintained an open feel. How is 
it that Richmond doesn't seem to know about this, 
and is building highrises by the water? Will our city 
soon look like Miami Beach? Have those in the 
planning department been to Miami Beach, where 
tall hotels line the beach, as close as possible to the 
water? Is this what we want Richmond to look like? 1 
think jf the residents were consulted, they would not 
want their city to look like a large American city. -
One last point: A great thing we have in Richmond, 
and I have heard many say it, is driving along one of 
the 4 sides of the Garden City lands. It never fails to 
remind a person that we are on an island, it is flat. 
and there is wildlife atl around us. The sense of 
space is intoxicating. It is one of the few places 
where we can see Mt. Baker on a sunny day. What 
a great thing it would be jf we could leave those 
lands just as they are, adding only boardwalks and 
benches. The existing wildlife could continue to live 
there, residents could get out in a large area 
surrounded by nothing but space, and the land 
could continue to do whatever nature leads it too, 
without any interference from us. There are so few 
places in Richmond, beyond the edges of the river, 
where a person gets such a sense of space as 
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there, by the Garden City Lands. The price would be 
reasonable for boardwalks and benches, and it 
would be for everyone, the 2 legged , the 4 legged, 
and the feathered. Wouldn't that be great?! 

35 Strongly Disagree No granny flats in Richmond Gardens! 
36 Strongly Disagree Yes! Common Sense! There doesn't seem to be 

much of it at City Hall! 
On another issue, why does council have to pay 
$600,000 for the intersection in Steveston at No1 
Rd and Moncton? Just paint the darn crosswalks 
and install the lights! The intersection doesn't need 
to be raised. Doesn't Council use their heads? 

28 Disaqree Cost!!! 
29 DisaQree Not sure. 
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ATTACHMENT 14 

~ SchoOl District No. 38 (Richmond) I '" 781' Granville Avenue, Richmond, Be V6V 3E3 .) 668·6000 

July 20, 2011 

w 
Mayor M. Brodie and City Councillors 
City of Richmond 

v GJ 
KY 

6911 No.3 Road DB 
Rjchmond, Be 
V6Y 2el 

Dear Mayor Brodie: 

Re: Proposed 2041 ocr Update C oncept 

On behalf of the Board of Education, I would like to thank City Council for the opportunity to 
comment on the update of the Official Community Plan. We bave reviewed the Proposed 2041 
OCP Update Concept report, and bave the following comments to make: 

• It is our belief that schools :are integral hubs for the community and are frequently used 
by local organizations and families for after school programs, day care, recreation, health 
care and other similar activities. We note, with considerable disappointment, that thi s 
role has not received the prominent exposure in the OCP thal we think it deserves; 

• The school district has much to conuibute to help Richmond remain vibrant, especially in 
the spectrum of learning opportun ities. We provide highly valued services to the 
community, ranging from OUI StrongStart programs for pre-school children to Continuing 
Education programs fo r adu.lts. This faJl we open our Neighbourhoods of Learning 
Centre. with its focus on community literacy; 

• The identification of potential scbool sites in the OCP is of primary importance in 
planning for sustainable infrastructure. 

The partnership between the school district and the City is highly vaJued, and is essential to 
ensuring that the residents of Richmond arc well sClVed . Together we are nurturing the citizens 
of the future. If we arc to continue to have a city that is vibrant and successful, then schools must 
be a strong and vibrant part of the Plan. We encourage continued dialogue with City Council and 
staff to ensure that our community is well served. 

~/lvY'5 
Mrs. Donna Sargent, Chairperson 
On Behalf oftbe Board of Education (Richmond) 

cc Trustees 
M. Pamer, Superintendent of Schools 
M. De Mello, Secretary Treasu rer 

Board of Ed ucation: 
Linda McPhai l - Chairperson 

Donna Sargent- Vice Chairperson 
Chak Au Rod Belleza Carol Day 

Debbie Tablotney Grace Tsang 

IVww.sd38.bc.ca 

"OUR FOCUS IS ON THE LEARNER" 

INT 
OW 
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City of 
Richmond 

August 18, 2011 

Mrs. Donna Sargent, Chairperson 
The Board of Education (Richmond) 
School District No. 38, Richmond 
7811 Granville Avenue 
Richmond BC V6Y 3E3 

Dear Mrs. Sargent: 

Re: Proposed 2041 OCP Update Concept 

ATTACHMENT 15 

r·Aako:rn D Brodie 
M ayor 

6911 No. 3 Road, 
Rlcr·rnond 8( Vf y 2:::1 

'l"e ''1phone 604-276·41 U 
" dX No 604·275 ·433::. 

W\NW rtchmoi.d .ca 

Thank you for your July 20, 20 II lette r regarding the proposed 2041 OCP Update Concept Your 
comments suggest that the 2041 OCP Update has already been drafted and this is not the case, as we 
are at the OCP Concept stage. Beginning in the fall, we will begin drafting the detailed 2041 OCP 
policies with anticipated completion for mid-20 12, during which time the Board will be invited to 
provide more comments. 

In your letter, the Board expressed disappointment that the 2041 DCP Concept did not suffi ciently 
emphasize that schools arc integral hubs fo r the community as they provide many community 
benefits including day care, recreation, health, literacy and continuing education programs. 
However, in preparing the 2041 OCP, it is to be understood that the City will enhance the existing 
1999 DC? which already includes a very extensive Education section (6.4). This section clearly 
emphasizes that schools are focal points in neighbourhoods, support fo r the concept of 
neighbourhood schools, support for the community use of schools and continued joint City - Board 
facility planning for community benefit including the multi-use of facilities and parks. The City 
believes that these OCP policies have served·the City, Board and community well and can be 
improved to better meet the broad ra,nge of community interests in our growing popUlation. 

In building on the above existing OCP policies, examples of some 2041 OCP Concepts [0 better plan 
and integrate school and community needs include: 

Lifelong Learning - foster a joy of reading and a culture of lifelong learning; 
Safety For Kids - consult with the Richmond School Board in creating safe and walkable school 
areas; and 
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Linking People, Community and Nature - strengthen pedestrian and cycling linkages between 
every element of the city (neighbourhoods, schools, civic spaces, neighbourhood service centres, 
parks, natural areas, streets. commercial areas and industrial parks). 

In preparing the 2041 OCP, additional policies to improve the role of schools can include: 

as the City considers the densifkation of neighbourhood centres outside the City Centre to create 
more complete communities, where people can better work, live, shop and play, schools will play 
an important role, as determined in consultation with the Board; and 
the City and Board continuing their partnership to ensure that Richmond residents have access to 
a range of educational, recreation, sport and community wellness opportunities, including where 
any needed new school sites may best be located. 

Regarding consultation to date - since beginning the 2041 OCP Update in 2009, City staff have met 
and discussed with joint City and Board committees and Board staff, a broad range of long term OCP 
issues at least eight times. These topics included 2041 demographic projections, where future 
residential developments may affect student enro lments (eg, shopping centre densification, granny 
flats, coach houses), a new elementary school in the City Centre and Hamilton development 
possibilities. The most recent 2041 Concept discussion was at the Council I Board Liaison 
Committee meeting on May 18,2011. We have asked for and will continue to invite your input as 
the 2041 OCP is finalized. 

The City believes that schools and the services which they provide are and will continue to be valued 
building blocks in 2041 OCP Update, as they are important community focal points and service hubs 
which are essential in moving towards a more sustainable City. 

The City looks forward to continued collaboration with the Board. 

Malcolm 
Mayor 

pc: rustees 
M. Pamer, Superintendent of Schools 
M. DeMello, Secretary-Treasurer 
Richmond City Councillors 
Joe Erceg, MCIP, General Manager, Planning and Development, Richmond 
Terry Crowe, Manager, Policy Planning Division, Richmond 
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ATTACHMENT 16 

June 30, 201 1 

City of Richmond 
691 1 No.3 Road 
Richmond , BC V6Y 2C1 
Attention: Holger Burke. Development Coordinator 

Dear Mr. Burke: 

RE : Ecowaste Industries Comments on City of Richmond's 2041 Official 
Community Plan Update Concept 

Please accept th is letter as Ecowaste Industries Ltd. ("Ecowaste") comments on the 
City of Richmond's 2041 Official Community Plan Update Concept (OCP). 

1. The Company 

Ecowaste is a wholly-owned subsidiary of Graymont Limited. Ecowaste has 40 years of 
waste management experience in the City of Richmond. From 1971 to 1986 the 
Company operated a municipal solid waste landfill on 160 hectares of land owned by 
the Fraser River Harbour Commission ("FRHC"). As that land became filled Ecowaste 
purchased 160 hectares of land next to the FRHC site where the Company currently 
operates a landfill for construction, demolition and excavation materials. 

Since 1992 Ecowaste has been involved in many waste management initiatives aside 
from construction and demolition waste land filling, including yard waste windrow 
composting and partnerships for soil bioremediation and custom soil manufacturing 
utilizing Metro Vancouver biosolids. 

2 . Ecowaste's Property in Richmond 

Ecowaste has substantial holdings in East Richmond with a total of 476 acres (192 
hectares) of property. These properties are located (generally) between NO.6 and No.7 
Roads and between Granville AVEmue and Williams Road. Ecowaste's property 
consists of6 parcels: two zoned industrial (one 140-acre and one 29-acre parcel) and 
the remainder (62-acre, 79-acre, '15D-acre and 16-acre) are zoned agricultural and are 
located within the Agricultural Land Reserve (ALR). 

Page 1 
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The Ecowaste properties are bordered by Port Metro Vancouver (PMV) lands to the 
east and southeast on which PMII operates a large industrial park and logistics facility. 
There is a CN Rail right-of-way bordering the southeast side of the Ecowaste property. 
Properties to the north, west and south of Ecowaste's property consist of a variety oi 
uses, including vacant land, golf courses and agricultural use. The property is bisected 
by the Blundell Road right-of-way. 

T he properties directly to the east have been used for fi ll and are now being developed 
by PMV for a large logistics-base,j industrial park. The properties immediately to the 
west of Ecowaste's holdings havE~ been used for landfills, converted to golf courses or 
driving ranges or used for radio tower sites. There is also one small active agricultural 
operation (cranberries). There is some commercial/industrial development to the south, 
and to the north are vacant land and a small scale tree nursery operation. The closest 
large-scale commercial agriculture operation is north of Westminster Highway and east 
of NO.6 Road approximately 2 kilometers from Ecowaste's site. There is no farm 
access road connecting the site to other farming activity in the area. 

3. Ecowaste's Operations 

Ecowaste's current landfill operation is on its northemmost (150-acre) parcel as we 
have already completed filling thE~ southem 140 acres. 

The landfill has been operating since 1986 under a variety of certificates and licenses 
issued by provincial, regional anellocal governments including MR-04922 (BC Ministry 
of Environment), GVS&DD license L-005 (for the landfill) and GVS&DD license C-007 
(for the compost operation). The use of the these two parcels as a landfill was 
encouraged by local, regional and provincial officials at the time because the former 
Fraser River Harbour Commission lands to the east, which had been used to deposit fill, 
were at capacity and a new landfill was required to meet the regional construction 
industry's need to dispose of construction and demolition (C&D) waste. There will 
continue to be a need for this typ'. of facility in the future as identified by Metro 
Vancouver in its new Integrated Hegional Solid Waste and Resource Management 
Plan. While that Plan calls for si9nificant improvements in recycling in the C&O sector it 
also recognizes the long-term neled for Ecowaste's type of disposal facility in the region. 
The nearest dedicated C&D disposal facility in the Lower Mainland is in Chilliwack. 

The Ecowaste properties have historically been used for purposes other than farming. 
From 1948 to 1970 peat was harvested commercially from most of these parcels. it 
was this removal of peat from thE' 140 and 150-acre parcels that led to their use as a 
landfill. These lands have been rehabilitated (or are in the process of being 
rehabilitated) according to existing permits and approvals. 

In 2007 Ecowaste acquired the 79-acre parcel on No.6 Road. This parcel had also 
been mined for peat and was substantially depleted at the time of purchase. its surfaca 
was irregular and lower than adjoining properties and many sections were under water. 
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Ecowaste has been working to determine the best options to rehabilitate this property in 
order to prepare the property for farm use. 

The 169 acres of industrial-zoned land is currently the subject of various municipal 
approval processes to develop it into a logistics-based industrial park similar to the 
neighbouring Port Metro Vancouv"r facility. 

4. City of Richmond Proposed 2041 OCP Update Concept and Employment Lands 
Strategy 

The City of Richmond has a stated vision in the Official Community Plan of providing for 

•... adaptable prosperous businesses that enrich people, the community, 
the natural environment, the world and future generations." 

In addition, under OCP Goal 4 Adaptable, 

" the city, residents and businesses have the ability to antiCipate and 
respond creatively to chan~le." 

The City's recently released Employment Lands Strategy (ELS) was commissioned to 
estimate Richmond's needs for industrial lands over the next 30 years. We noted, 
during our review of the ELS, that the report was very clear that its projections were only 
projections, and that there were a number of possible supply and demand futures. It 
also suggested that Richmond have contingency plans to add to its supply of industrial 
land in the event demand exceed"d supply during this time. The ELS also stated this 
was a conservative estimate and iJ economic conditions were more favourable than 
forecast, the uptake of industrial lands in Richmond could cause a shortfall of land for 
industrial purposes long before 2041. 

Our view is that there will be a shortage of industrial lands suitable for the port even 
sooner. With the port traffic growth now forecast to occur at Deltaport, combined with 
the fact that PMV's development in East Richmond is nearing completion, a more 
realistic view is that Richmond could run out of industrial land suitable for port use within 
10 years. 

We base this projection on a repolli recently commissioned by Ecowaste entitled 
Development Potential at the Ecow8ste Site Richmond, BC - A Port Economy and 
Urban Containment Boundary Perspective authored by Richard Wozny of Site 
Economics. A copy of that report is attached. The report indicates that the need for 
contingency planning is very real. In a detailed and exhaustive analysis Mr. Wozny 
noted there are Significant constraints on the lands in Richmond that are available for 
logistics uses, and further that the potential supply of industrial land is seldom fully 
realized. At present there is approximately 100 acres remaining to be developed in the 
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PMV facility and 170 acres at the Ecowaste industrial park providing a total available 
inventory of industrial land for port related activities of 270 acres in this area. 

Since 2006 the annual uptake of i:ndustrial land in Richmond has been at a rate of 50 
acres per year which is triple the forecast 15 acres per year used in the ELS and that: 

"the region wide logistics r"levant supply of roughly 3,300 acres yields only a 13 
year supply based on the historic demand level of 250 acres a year. Richmond's 
500 acres of logistics relevant industrial lands, which forms part of the 3,300 
acres, is subject to the same dynamic, and there is no such land in other 
municipalities to pick up thE:! slack. The effective absorption rate of the 500 acres 
of logistics relevant lands 910ing forward should thus be at best 38 acres per 
year." 

Mr. Wozny concludes that: 

'There should be clear signs of a shortage (rapid price escalation and 
excessively aggressive bidding) of weI/located industrial land, including in 
Richmond, within the next seven to ten years. " 

This shortage could present a serious impediment to future port-related and industrial
based economic growth in the City. 

Turning to the lands that are the prime candidate for contingency planning Mr. Wozny 
advises that: 

"If Richmond is going to consider adding lands to its vacant land inventory, 
then portions of the subject site (Ecowaste's) that are not yet industrially 
zoned would be the logical candidate given that they: 

• are prime lands from the perspective of the most important forms of port 
related industrial development, and are adjacent to massive existing port 
infrastructure, 

• If the Regional Growth Strategy is adopted, they are immediately adjacent to 
the Urban Containment Boundary, and hence subject to a reduced Metro 
Vancouver voting standard. 

In his report Mr. Wozny determined that given Ecowaste's properties' location relative to 
Port Metro Vancouve~s logistics facility, Highway 99, Highway 91, the CN Rail line and 
Deltaport, the property is ideally suited to meet the industrial needs associated with the 
Port's growth. He also noted that the 150 acre northern parcel (current landfill site) 
would also be a logical industrial13xpansion area due to its proximity to both the PMV 
faciltty as well as to the Ecowaste industrial park. While we recognize that this 150 acre 
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parcel is in the ALR it has never been farmed and may not be suitable (from a planning 
perspective) for agriculture when IIhe landfill is complete. 

We also note that with the changes being recommended under the Regional Growth 
Strategy (RGS), if the RGS proceeds, the Urban Containment Boundary (UCB) will 
need to be adjusted for this land to be excluded from the ALR if it is not suitable for 
farming. The UCB currently bordms the west side of Ecowaste's industrial property 
along Savage Road and then turns east along the Blundell corridor and north along the 
No 7 Road Canal. Consideration might be given to extending the UCB north along 
Savage Road from Blundell Road to Granville Avenue and then east to No 7 Road. 
This would facilitate the exclusion of this land from the ALR if the City and the ALC were 
to agree it was not suitable for farming when the fill operation is complete. 

5. Ecowaste's Request to the City of Richmond 

Ecowaste believes the City of Richmond's Employment Lands Strategy has understated 
the rate of port-related growth to be expected in Richmond and overstated the supply of 
land suitable for industrial use. Since Ecowaste's lands have not been used for 
agriculture and may not be suitab!le for fa rming when filling is complete, the City should 
make provision now for the future industrial use of some or all of Ecowaste's property 
north of Blundell Road. 

We also suggest that Richmond amend its Urban Containment Boundary through the 
Regional Context Statement by extending the UCB boundary north along Savage Road 
all the way to Granville Avenue. 

Thank you for your consideration of the above. 

Yours sincerely, 

~ 
Tom Lan 
Vice President & General Manager 
Ecowaste Industries Ltd. 
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Re: TANDEM VEHICLE PARKING IN MULTI-FAMILY RESIDENTIAL UNITS 

Staff Recommendation 

1. That staff be directed to consult with stakeholders, including Urban Development Institute, 
Greater Vancouver Home Builde,rs Association, and other small townhouse bu ilders not part 
cfthe UDr and GVHBA, on the following parking-related topics specific to multi-ramily 
residential developments: 

• impacts of regulating the extent of tandem parking provided; 
• minimum dimensions of parking struls; and 
• measures to better define visibility of visitor parking. 

2. That staff report back as soon as possible on the results of the consultation and any proposed 
measures to address identified concerns. 

C? ' 
Victor Wei, P. Eng. 
Director, Transportation 
(604-276-4 131 ) 

ROUTED To: 

fPl!.. Brian J. Jackson, MCIP 
Director of Development 
(604-276-4138) 
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CONCUR':,E OF GENERAL MANAGER 

>k/.Ad 
f/ / 

REVIEWED BY TAG 

~ 
NO REVIEWED BY CAO \)(VES/ NO 

-9J D (j~ D 

3256854 



PLN - 234

September 6,2011 - 2- File: 10-6455-00Nol 01 

Staff Report 

Origin 

Concerns have (ecently been identified by City Counc il and resjdents regarding the potential for 
spillover parking into surrounding neighbourhoods arising from tandem parking (as opposed to 
side by side parking) arrangements in multi-family residential units. At recent Public Hearings, 
Staff were requested to review the impacts of tandem parking in townhouse developments to the 
adjacent street system. This report presents the results of staffs analysis of this issue and 
recommends that further consultation with stakeholders be undertaken. 

Analysis 

1. Scope of Work 

To fully investigate any potential issues arisi ng from tandem parking arrangements in multi
family residential Wlits, staff undertook extensive analysis including: 

• Review oreify Bylaw Provisions: existing language and currcnt practice/criteria of staff in 
permitting tandem parking; 

• Land Use / Urban Design Implications: potential implications of tandem parking on building 
fonn and unit yield; 

• Best Practices: of other Greater Vancouver municipalities (e.g., Vancouver, Burnaby, New 
Westminster, Delta, Surrey, Coq lUitlam); 

• Survey of Residents: of existing townhouse developments with tandem and traditional side
by-side parking to solicit feedback regarding on-site parking adequacy and convenience; 

• Observed impacts on Adjacent St.reels: on-street parking site surveys on both arterial and 
local roads at each of the surveYI::d sites; and 

• Community Bylaws Review: record of three hour parking restriction vio lations and illegal 
conversions of tandem garages to habitable area. 

2. Current City Bylaw Provisions for Tandem Parking 

The provision of tandem parking was first formalized in City's Zoning & Developmenr Bylaw 
on July 21. 2008 and the bylaw last amended on April 19,2010 as part of the overall bylaw 
update. Per Section 7.5.6 1 of the bylaw, where residents of a single dwelling unit within a 
multi-family development in site specific zones (i. e., ZT45, ZT48 to ZT53, ZT55 to ZT65, 
and ZT67) intend to use two parking spaces, the spaces may be provided in a tandem 
arrangement witll both spaces having standard dimensions (i.e., length of 5.5 m and width of 
2.5 m). Thesc site-specific zones are generally located within the City Centre area with the 
exception of two site specific zones in the Hamilton area and on Francis Road j ust east of No. 
3 Road (i.e., 8080 Francis Road). For other zones, a proposal fo r tandem parking would 
require a variance. Generally. staff support the provision of tandem parking in order to reduce 

J 7,5.6. Where residents 01 a single dwelling unit: 
a) reside in a building used lor: 

i) housing, apartmel'lt; 
ii) mixed residentiaVcommercial purposes; or 
iii) housing, town in ~;ite specific zones ZT45, ZT48 to ZT53. ZT5510 ZT65. and ZT67: and 

b} intend to use two parking sp.aces, 
the spaces may be provided in a tandem arrangement, with one standard palil lng space located behind the 
other, and both standard parlling spaces may be set perpendicular to the adjacent manoeuvring aisle. 
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lot coverage in smaller sites and in areas with specific constraints (e.g. , where ground floor is 
non-habitable due to the minimum flood construction level requirement), provided that other 
conditions noted in Section 7.5.6 afthe bylaw are met and registration of a restrictive 
covenant on title prohibiting the conversion of the spaces into habitable area is included as 
part of the development process. 

Prior to the current City Bylaw provision for tandem parking as described above, tandem 
parking has been permitted in townhouse developments, although there was no explicit 
reference for this parking arrangement in previous bylaws. 

Staff estimate approximately 20% to 25% of the existing townhouse units city wide have 
tandem parking spaces. This spli t be:tween tandem parking and side by side parking 
arrangements is expected to increase based on a review of the more recent townhouse, 
development applications. Staff anticipate approximately 50% to 65% of the units provided 
in future townhouse developments could potentially have tandem parking. 

3. Urban Design Impljcations oflrandcm Parking on Building Form and Unit Yield 

3. 1 Building Form 

Typically, most townhouses in Richmond can be grouped into the following three categories: 

• Three Storey Unils with Tandem Parking: have a long and narrow configuration with unit 
widths ranging from 4.1 m to 5.0 m (narrower units provide two bedrooms and wider units 
provide three bedrooms on the top floor) and depths ranging from 11 m to 16 m; 

• Two Storey Unils with Side~by-Sj'de Double Car Garage: main living space is on the ground 
floor adjacent to the garage and three to four bedrooms are on the upper floor; and 

• Three Store)' Units with Side-by-Side Double Car Garage: a newer typology where the 
garage and sometimes a small den are located on the ground floor with the main living space 
on the second floor and three bedrooms on the third floor. Widths range from 5.6 m to 7.2 m 
and depths vary from 8 m to 9.75 m. 

3.2 Site Grade I Flood Proofing Impact on Massing 

Where there is a significant difference between the minimwn flood construction level (FCL) and 
the surrounding natural grade, the mi.nimum required elevation is generally achieved by setling 
the fi rst habitable floors over a non~babitable ground floor on natural grade that is dedicated to 
parking use only. Note that this typology is only practical where all units on site are three 
storeys high with a non~habitable spaee provided on the ground floor and drive aisles built on 
natural grade. This three storey townhouse typology is nOl practical for ru1erial road 
redevelopments due to compliance with the: 

• minimwn flood proofing elevation (FPE), which is typically 0.3 m above the crown of the 
fronting street; and 

• Arterial Road Redevelopment Policy, which requires buildings to step down to two or two 
and one-half storeys along the re:ar yard interface with single~family housing, side yards ruld 
at the internal drive aisle entrance. 

The resulting two or two and one-hanf storey double car garage units needed to comply with the 
above requirements typically entails that the site be filled to achieve the minimum FPE and a unit 
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design that includes some habitable space on the ground floor. The full height and mass of the 
central portion of the townhouse clusters, including a substantial portion of the garage at grade, 
is therefore quite evident along the stTcet frontage. 

3.3 Urban Design Implications 

Relative to tandem units, double garage units dictate wider Wlits, which may give the overall 
development site a welcome sense of opCIUless at the interior of the site; to a minor degree, this 
sense of openness is sti ll present in Auterial Road Redevelopment siles that combine the double 
garage units with tandem parking units. Independent from the height of the tandem or double 
garage units, the streetscape public n:aLm is not seriously affected by the garage configuration as 
appropriate pedestrian scale and visual interests along the fronting streets are often reinforced by 
street facing windows and well-defmed individual unit entries. However, the sense of space and 
character along the internal drive aisles, may be affected by restrictions resulting from garage 
configuration types sinee developers may disregard design features that increase the sense of 
identity, place and unit entrance along the internal drive aisle (such as landscaping breaks, 
prominent back entry doors or staggc:~red facades) on the double garage units in order to 
minimize the width of the units. While this could be addressed by a wider unit design, the wider 
townhouse cluster generally results in a stronger massing of the building. Moreover, this type or 
wider unit is not well received by devclopers as it reduces unit yield. 

3.4 Unit Yield and Unit Typology Relationship 

Density in tenns of overall net floor area is not affected by the garage configuration in a three 
storey unit whether a tandem or double garage typology. However, unit yield is directly affected 
by the elimination of tandem parking units since wider double garage units make the drive aisle 
less efficient and therefore yields fewer units on the same length of driveway (see Attachment I 
for typical townhouse uni t width). In essence, approximate ly 21 % to 34% more pavement would 
be required with double car garages (see Attachment 2 for detailed results). 

Staff also examined the implications on unit yield of typical townhouse developments on arterial 
roads . Site planning is often organized so that buildings fronting the arterial road are primarily 
three storeys in height (including the ground floor garage) but step down to a two storey height 
along the side yards and the driveway entrance. Using this typical typology combination, there 
would be a five to 12.5 per cent reduction in unit yield (depending on the width of the 
development site) if tandem units were to be prohibited on arterial road developments (see 
Attachment 3 for detailed results and complete calculations). 

In general, wider development sites present a rugher level of flex ibility in site planning. A mix 
of unit widths and typologies are typ:ically included in a development to maximize the unit yield 
and respond to the unique site configuration of each development site (see Attachment 4 for 
results of a case study conducted in the Nonh McLennan Area). It is noted that the number of 
two-bedroom townhouses would be minimized if tandem units are not allowed as the double 
garage units are generally able to adequately accommodate three bedrooms on a single floor. 

3.5 Conclusions on Land UselUrban Design Implications 

In summary, the garage arrangement (whether tandem or side-by-s ide) does not have any 
significant impact on the overall urb~m design of the site and massing of typical four unit cluster 
buildings; however, this impact may be significant with clusters of more than four units. The 
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combination of unit types in a cluster as well as the configuration of each unit typology (width 
and depth) is dependent on the overall site configuration, the design of internal circulation, and 
various city and building code requirements. Developers often could use a different combination 
oftUlit typologies to achieve the same density in terms of Ooor area. However, it is apparent that 
wider units would make the drive aisle less efficient in terms of unit yield for a given length of 
driveway. Limiting townhouse typologies to double garage units only would reduce not only the 
unit yield but also the proportion o[two- bedroom vs. three-bedroom units . 

One potential land use implication relates to the inherent affordability of lower priced 
townhouses with tandem parking. ff tandem parking was eliminated, the average price for 
townhouses may rise as a result. 
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4. Practice in Other Greater Vall(!uuver Municipalities 

Staff reviewed the Zoning Bylaws and discussed with staff of several municipalities in the 
Greater Vancouver area to determine if other jurisdictions permit tandem parking and, if so, 
under what criteria as well as the dimensions of the parking spaces. This information is 
summarized in Table I below. 

Table 1: Tandem Parking Provisions in Other Greater Vancouver Municipalities 

Limit on the Minimum 
Tandem Number of Parking 

Municipality Parking 
Units wiith 

Stall 
Tandem Parking Practice Identified Dimensions 

in Bylaw Tandem 
length (m) x 

Parkin'9 width (m) 

• Supported for multiple residential sites 
where residents of a single dwelling unit 
would have at least one parking space 

Richmond >" 5.5 x 2.5 in non-tandem arrangement 

• Supported for some hotel development 
where parking is by valet 

• Supported for some multiple residential 
sites and for hotels where parking is by 

>" valet and the jockeying of vehicles 

Vancouver (50% 5.5 x 2.5 
would not disrupt garage circulation. 

maximum) 
Tandem spaces counted as one space • 
for the purposes of meeting minimum 
r~q~irements of the bvlaw. 

• Would be considered only if for parking 

Burnaby 5.5 x 2.6 
above and beyond bylaw requirements 
so that there are no potential impacts to 
on-street parkinQ 

New 5.3 x 2.59- • Supported for some townhouse 
Westminster 2.74 developments 

Delta >" 5.5 x 2.75 • Supported for townhouse, single family, 
duplex, and strata house dwellinQs onlv . 

6.1 x 2.6 
(within • Supported for ground-oriented multiple 

>" garage); unit residential buildings (containing two Surrey 
6.0 x 2.6 or more units) and parking facilities. 

(one sp:~e 
outside . 

• Tandem spaces counted as one space 
Coquitlam 5.8 x 2.6-2.9 for the purposes of meeting minimum 

requirements of the bylaw. 

With respect to parking space dimen!;ions, the City' s current standard width of2.5 m is the same 
as that for Vancouver and marginally narrower than those for other suburban municipalities by 
0.1 to 0.4 m. Typical vehicle widths range from 1.95 m for a compact car to 2.45 m for a pickup 
truck (both including side mirrors). 
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Staff also obtained feedback from staff in other municipalities as to any apparent operational 
concerns arising from the provision of tandem parking in multi -family residential units, which is 
summarized in Table 2 below. 

Table 2: Operation of Tandem Parking in Other Greater Vancouver Munic ipalities 
Munici_pality Comments from Munil::ipal Staff re Operation of Tandem Parking 

Burnaby • Concerns regarding the jockeying of vehicles may involve backing over City right-of-
way and create add itional potential conflicts with either pedestrians or other vehicles. 

New 
Concerns regarding conversion of inner tandem parking stall to liveable space. Westminster • 

• No formal monitoring information as to how well tandem parking works but have had 

Delta comments from some residents that it leads to higher use of on-street parking. 
• Conversion of parking spaces to storage/habitable spaces appears to be independent 

of whether parkinq is in a tandem or side-bv-side arranqement. 

• Mixed responses fn:;lm developers with respect to providing tandem parking. 
• A large number of clevelopers, especially those with smaller townhouse 

developments. are not pursuing tandem parking as these units are more difficult to 
sell, even at a lower price. 

• Staff see tandem parking as a means to make housing more affordable. 
• Responses from adjacent residents have been mixed, depending on the 

Surrey neighbourhood. Key concerns have been the spillover of townhouse parking on to 
adjacent streets with single-family housing. The spillover parking from townhouses 
seems to be less of a concern outside the single-family areas. 

• Considering undertaking a pilot study on tandem parking that would focus only on 
selected neighbourhood(s) with the intent to work with the residents and developers 
to develop tandem parking pOlicies/regulations that are specific to the neighbourhood 
in question. The timinQ for such a study is not yet confirmed, 

• Considering allowing tandem parking in high density buildings only for two-bedroom 
plus type units (not one-bedroom units or visitor space locations). 

Coquitlam • Can be difficult to ensure that tandem parking spaces remain as two spaces. 
• Multi-vehicle families may choose to park one vehicle on the street due to the 

inconvenience of jockeying vehicles and/or conversion of the parking space to 
storaqe. 

In swnrnary, tandem parking is permitted for multiple unit residential buildings in several other 
Greater Vancouver municipalities. While some municipal staff have concerns regarding 
spillover parking impacts on to adjacent streets. no formal monitoring has occurred to 
substantiate these concerns. 

5. Survey of Richmond Residents 

In July 2011 , staff distributed a survey (see Attachment 5) to approximately 1,170 owners and 
occupants of 35 existing townhouse developments in Richmond with both tandem and 
cOlwentional sidc-by·side parking to obtain their feedback regarding on-site vehicle parking 
adequacy (including visitor parking) and convenience (including parking space dimensions). Of 
the total 1170 units surveyed, 68.5% had a tandem parking arrangement. A total of 395 surveys 
were returned for a response rate of 33.8 per cent, which is typical of City transportation-related 
surveys. Of the 395 respondents, 243 (61.5 per cent) have tandem parking. Key findings are 
summarized in Table 3 below (see Attachment 6 for detailed survey comments). 
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Table 3: Key Findings of Resident Survey 
Question & 

Those Who Have Those Who Have Number of All Responses 
Respondents Ta,ndem Parking Side by Side Parking 

Q1 : How many • 1: 12.4% • 1: 15.2% • 1: 3.9% 
parking spaces does • 2: 81.0% • 2: 79.4% • 2: 87.7% 
your townhouse unit • 3: 1.3% • 3: 2.1% • 3: 0% 
have? • Other: 4.8% • Other: 3.3% • Other: 7.6% 
(393 Respondents) • No response: 0.5% • No response: 0% • No response: 0.8% 

• 1: 34.9% • 1: 37.4% • 1: 29.4% 
Q2: How many • 2: 58.2% • 2: 56.4% • 2: 62.5% 
vehicles do you own • 3: 5.3% • 3: 4.1% • 3; 8.1% 
in your household? 
(393 Respondents) • Other: 1.0% • Other: 1.6% • Other: 0% 

• No response: 0.5% • No response: 0.5% • No response: 0% 
Q3: Is number of Too few: 30.6% Too few: 34.6%(2) Too few: 22.8%(3) • • • parking spaces • Too many: 0.8% • Too many: 1.2% • Too many: 0% adequate for your 
needs? • Just right 66_3% • Just right: 61 .3% • Just right 76.5% 

11386 Respondents) • No response: 2.3% • No response: 2.9% • No response: 0-1% 

04: If current number 
of parking spaces is • 1: 3.1% • 1: 1.6% • 1: 5.9% 
too few, indicate the • 2: 16.8% • 2: 18.9% • 2: 11.8% 
number of parking • 3: 19.1% • 3: 19.8% • 3: 19.1% 
spaces you would like • Other: 2.3%, • Other: 3,3% • Other: 3.7% 
to have. 

11165 Respondents) 
• No response: 58.3% • No response: 26.4% • No response: 59.6% 

05: If space sufficient • Storage: 25.3% • Storage: 31 .5% • Storage: 29.8% 
or too much, how is • Visitor Parking: 19.5% • Visitor Parking: 23.2% • Visitor Parking: 21.2% 
extra parking space 
used?(1) • Other: 11.61% • Other: 11 .9% • Other: 12.5% 

I (223 Respondents) • No response: 43.5% • No response: 33.3% • No response: 36_5% 

06: Is size of garage! • Yes: 54.7% • Yes: 51.0% • Yes: 63.2% 
carport adequate? • No: 44.1% • No: 47.7% • No: 36.0% 
(390 Respondents) • No response: 1.3% • No response: 1.3% • No response: 0.8% 
07: Indicate parking • Tandem: 61 .5% 
space arrangement of • Side by sidE~ : 34,4% 

Not Applicable • Not Applicable • your garage/carport. • Other: 2.8%, 
(390 Respondents) • No response: 1.3% 
08: If parking spaces • Yes: 39.1% 
are tandem, is this 

Not Applicable No: 59.3% Not Applicable workable? • • • 
I (239 Respondents) _ • No response: 1.6% . . . . (1) Results reflect responses only from respondents who Indicated Too many or Just (lght for Question 3 . 

(2) Of those who said "Too few: 69.0% have the same number or fewer vehicles than parking spaces. 
(3) Of those who said "Too few: 67.7% have the same number or fewer vehicles than parking spaces. 

From the above, more residents with tandem parking cite having too few parking spaces and a 
too small garage vis-a-vis those with side by side parking. With respect to the size of the garage, 
residents most commonly stated that the garage was too narrow, which makes it difficult to enter 
and exit the vehicle and limits sloragt;! space. A majority of residents with tandem parking (59.3 
per cent) indicate that the arrangement is not workable for their daily activities with residents 
most commonly citing the inconvenience of jockeying vehicles. Of thesc 59 per cent, just over 
two-thirds (67.4 per cent) own two or more vehicles. Of those wi th tandem parking who 
indicated that the arrangement is acceptable (39. 1 per cent), over one-half (55.8 per cent) have 
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two or more vehicles. In addition to the survey results, a local developer commented to staff 
that: 

• residential units with tandem parking are less desirable and thus seHlast and for lower cost 
than units with side by side parking; and 

• irrespective or a tandem or side by side parking arrangement, the internal dimensions for 
parking garages are tight. 

Staff also note that a number of residlents reported having inadequate visitor parking. For 
example, ofthase 63 residents provid.ing comments to Question 3, one-third cited a need for 
more visitor parking in their complex, particularly if on-street parking is not pemlitted or is very 
limited on adjacent streets. The City' s current visitor parking requirement for townhouse 
developments is 0.20 spaces per dweUing unit, which is identical to that in Burnaby, New 
Westminster, Delta, Surrey, and Coquitlam. Based on site observations by staff. there appears to 
be developments where the visitor stalls are not easily located from the entrance, scattered 
randomly rather than consolidated andlor not clearly demarcated, all of which may result in 
visitors not being aware of the parking. A further possibility is that strata councils may not 
appropriately manage use of the visitIJr stalls by residents. irrespective of their location or 
whether or not the spaces are properly marked. 

6. Observed Parking Impacts on Adjacent Streets 

In August 20 11, staff conducted site visits to 35 existing townhouse developments (of which the 
resident surveys as noted previously were sent to) with both tandem parking and conventional 
side by side parking. The purpose of the site visits was to observe on-street parking usage on a 
typical weekday between 6:00 pm and 8:00 pm on both the adjacent arterial and local roads 
fronting the site and within a 200 In radius (approximately two- to three-minute walking 
distance) of each site. The full results are prese·nted in Attachment 7. 

While a potential impact of multi-family residential developments with high percentages of 
tandem parking arrangements may spillover parking to adjacent local streets, such a result is not 
manifested at the locations investigated. On-site observations indicate that the streets 
surrounding the developments generall y have excess on-street parking capacity for both residents 
of and visitors to these neighbourhoods. Only two locations investigated, i.e., Norton Court in 
the-Hamilton area and Odl in Road in the West Cambie are<l;, exhibited on street parking 
utilization at capacity. However, it should be noted that there is a very limited supply of parking 
available on these two streets with just four spaces on Norton Court and three spaces on Odlin 
Road. Most other streets in the study area experienced parking utilization of less than 50%. 
Similarly, there appears to be sufficient visitor parking capacity although usage may be higher on 
weekends. 

With respect to the impact of curb extensions on street operations, these features are typically 
placed at intersections to improve pedestrian safety by shortening crossing distances, increasing 
the visibility of pedestrians to motorists (and vice-versa) and slowing traffic speeds. As on-street 
parking is not permitted within six metres of an intersection, the placement of curb extensions at 
these locations has no impact on the available capacity of on-street parking. 
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7. Review of Relevant Violations I.ssucd by Community Bylaws 

Per Section 12.4(1) orthe City's Traffic Bylaw, an individual cannot park a vehicle between the 
hours of8 :00 am and 6:00 pm on any roadway abutting a premises used for residential or 
commercial purposes for more than three hours unless those premises are the property or 
residence of the person or hislher employer. Given this provision, staff reviewed the violations 
of this three hour time limit issued by Community Bylaws over the past six years (2005 to 
present) on streets with single family residences that are within a 200 m radi us of the townhouse 
developments with both tandem parking and conventional side-by-side parking. 

Of the 206 total vio lations issued citywide (i .e., all streets in the city) over the six-year period, 
onl y nine (4.4 per cent) were on streets adjacent to townhouse developments with both tandem 
parking and conventional side-by-side parking as shown in Table 4 below. 

Table 4: Location of Ticket. Violations for Residential Parking over 3 Hours 

Total # Total # 
% with "# Streets Ticket Location 

Area Street Tandem within & Number of Date Dev'lIs U.nits 
Parking 200 m Occurrences 

Blundell No. 2 Road 2 36 61% 9 
Comstock Rd: 3 Aug 2011 
Laurelwood Ct 1 May 2006 

Gilmore Steveston Hwy 1 50 76% 7 Kimberley Dr: 1 Aug 2010 
Broadmoor No. 3 Road 1 16 75% 5 Bates Rd: 1 Aug 2010 
North Ferndale Rd 

4 146 94% 6 
Ferndale Rd: 1 Oct 2008 

McLennan Birch St Alberta Rd: 2 Oct 2007 

While these violations may be attribu.tab le to the residents of the multi-fami ly development 
choosing to park one or more of their vehicles on-street rather than on-site, one cannot infer that 
the actions were undertaken solely by residents with tandem parking who wished to avoid the 
inconvenience of moving vehicles. Further, it should be noted that further work would be 
required to determine the nature oftbe violation (i.e., whether the spillover parking is caused by 
residents of the multi-Family development vs. single-family dwelling units). Equally plausible 
explanations for possible spillover parking from the multi-family development include residents 
with more vehicles than parking spaces (whether tandem or side by side), residents using their 
on-site parking for storage, visitors to the complex, and residents merely preferring the 
convenience of on-street parking. 

As noted in Section 2, units with tandem parking have a restrictive covenant re.gistered on title 
that prohibits the conversion of the tandem parking spaces into habitable area. Accordingly, staff 
also reviewed the illegal suite inspections conducted by Community Bylaws (which are initiated 
on a complaint basis) over the past two years (2010 to present) in multi-family developments. 
Of the 67 illegal suite inspections conducted to date (40 in 2010 and 27 to date in 201 t ), a total 
of three inspections were undertaken in multi-family developments with one inspection referred 
to Building Approvals to address unauthorized additions while the remaining two inspections 
found no contravention. Nevertheless, it should be noted that some strata self-manages these 
issues and nOl all incidents/contraventions are reported to the City. 
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8. Summary of Key Findings 

Based on staff's investigations, the k(!y findings are: 

• allowing tandem parking reduces the lot coverage for smaller sites and increases housing 
affordabiJity, as units with tandem parking typically sell for lower cost than units with side 
by side parking; 

• limiting townhouse typologies to double garage units only would reduce not only the unit 
yield but also the tmit variety; 

• the City's practice in allowing tandem parking in multi-family residenti al developments is 
consistent with some Greater Vancouver municipalities that already pennit tandem parking 
and others currently reviewing/studying the merits oftandern parking; 

• the City ' s parking space dimensions are very similar to that of other Greater Vancouver 
municipalities; 

• 59 per cent of slUvcycd residents with tandem parking find the alTangemcnt inconvenient due 
to the need 10 jockey vehicles but only four respondents (1.7 per cent) indicated that they 
parked their second vehicle on the street as a result; 

• 48 per cent of surveyed residents with tandem parking (versus 36 per cent with side by side 
parking) indicated that the garage was too narrow, which makes it difficult to enter and exit 
the vehicle and limits storage spa(:e; 

• on a typical weekday evening, th~~re is generally sufficient on-site visitor parking and 011-

street parking capacity on the local and arterial streets within a 200 m radius of the surveyed 
sites that have both tandem and side by side parking; 

• visitor parking is not always easil y located from the entrance, is scattered randomly rather 
than consolidated and/or not clearly demarcated; and 

• very few violations have been issued for motorists exceeding the three hour parking time 
limit on streets with single family residences that are adjacent to multi-family complexes that 
have both tandem and side by sid.e parking. 

9. Recommendations 

Based on the above findings, staff rec:onunend that the City continue 10 permit tandem parking in 
multi-family residential townhouse d,;::velopments in order to reduce lot coverage, particularly for 
smaUer sites, and maintain unit variety and affordability. However, to address concerns 
identified by residents, staffreconunend that stakeholders (e.g., Urban Development Institute, 
Greater Vancouver Home Builders Association, and other small townhouse builders not part of 
the UDI and GVHBA) be consulted immediately on the following parking-related topics specific 
to multi-family residential developments: 

• Regulation of Tandem Parking: consider establishing a maximum percentage of tandem 
parking allowed in a development based on criteria such as development size (e.g., number 
of units, frontage length) and dimension; 

• Compatibility of Tandem Parking: consider establishing requirements/guidelines on tandem 
parking based on its location (e.g., within or outside City Centre), adjacent land uses (e.g. , 
proximity to establi shed single-family housing zones), and street classification (c.g., if 
development is located on or near a local road or an arterial road with full-time parking 
restrictions); 
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• Parking Space Dimensions: for tandem parking stalls only, consider increasing the width 
and/or depth to provide easier access to the vehicle and/or more storage space; and 

• Visitor Parking: measures to better define how visitor parking is to be provided in terms of 
location, degree of consolidation, wayfmding, and identification. 

The above findings and recommendations of staff were presented to the Richmond Parking 
Advisory Conmlittee which expressed support for the next steps to be taken. The intent of the 
proposed further consultation with th~ development industry is to verify the perceived concerns 
and develop mutually acceptable policies and measures. Ifapproved, statTwould report back as 
soon as possible on the results of the consultations and any identified measures. It should be 
noted that grand fathering of the requirements on existing applications would be considered 
particularly on any new restriction on. the amount of tandem parking that would result in a lower 
unit yield . 

Financial Impact 

None at this time. 

Conclusion 

In response to perceived concerns identified by residents regarding the potential for spillover 
parking into surrounding neighbourhoods arising from tandem parking (as opposed to side by 
side parking) arrangements in multi-family residential units, staff undertook a comprehensive 
analysis of the issue. The cumulative results of a resident survey, on-site staff observations and a 
review of relevant bylaw violations do not reveal that spillover parking is a notable concern at 
the 35 sites investigated in Richmond. 

The resident survey did reveal that of those residents with tandem parking, 59 per cent find the 
arrangement inconvenient due to the need to jockey vehicles but only four respondents (I. 7 per 
cent) indicated that they parked their second vehicle on the street as a result and 48 per cent 
indicated that the garage was too nan-ow. A number of residents also cited a shortage of visitor 
parking; on-site staff observations of visitor parking revealed that it is not always easily located 
from the entrance, is scattered randomly rather than consolidated and/or not clearly demarcated. 

Based on the collective findings, staff suggest that further consultation with stakeholders be 
undertaken on the following parking-related topics specific to multi-family residential 
developments: 

• impacts of regulating the extent of tandem parking provided based on criteria such as 
development size and dimensions; 

• compatibility of tandem parking based on its location, adjacent land uses, and street 
classifications; 

• minimum dimensions of parking stalls; and 
• measures to better define visibi lity of visitor parking in tenns of location, degree of 

consolidation, wayfinding, and idenlification. 

Such consultation with the building iltldustry will ensure that in considering any changes to 
regulating tandem parking, a balance between affordability and livability is achieved. Staff 
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would report back as soon as possible (e.g., fo ur to six months) on the results of the consultation 
and any proposed measures to address identified concerns. 

, 
2 CC? . ' 

~ Fred Lin, P.Eng., PTOE 
, 

raoan Caravan 
Transportation Planner 
(604-276-4035) 

"2 
Edwin Lee 

AlManager, Transportation Planning 
(604-247-4627) 

JC:lce 

Plann ing Technic ian-Design 
(604-276-4121) 
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Typical Widtbs of Townbousc Typologics 

23'-8" 

DOUBLE CAR 
UNIT WITH 
ENTRY OFF 
DRIVEWAY 

DRIVEWAY 
REO'D: 
23'-8" 
= 1.5XTANDEM 

I 

DRIVEWAY 

19'-8" , 

DOUBLE CAR 
UNIT WITH 
ENTRY OPPOSITE 
DRIVEWAY 

DRIVEWAY 
REO'D: 
19'-8" 
= 1.2 X TANDEM 

Attachment 1 

15'-6" 
,)<k_--'-''--'=------,/ 

TANDEM 
CAR UNIT 
WITH 
ENTRY 
EITHER 
SIDE 

DRIVEWAY 
REO'D: 
15'-6" 
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Pavement Required per Townhouse Typology 

Townhouse Typology 
Double Car with Double Car with 

Item 
Tandem 

Building Entry Building Entry 
Opposite Side of Same Side of 

Driveway Driveway 
Unit Width 4.7 m B.Om 7.2 m 
Driveway Paving Area Required per Unit 

I (based on 6.7 m driveway width)' 
31 .7m2 40.1 m2 48.3 m2 

Efficiency Compared to Tandem Units - 21 % more pavement 34% more pavement 
per unit required per unit required 

32S68S4 
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Attachment 3 
implications on Unit Yield: Arterial Road Developments 

Townhouse Unit Yield lPer Typology and Width of Development Site 

Lot Width 

Townhouse Typology 40m 50m 
(minimum at (minimum at 60 m 80m 100 m 120 m 
loc:al arterial) major arterial) 

Mix of Double Garage and 
Tandem Units 
(6 unit cluster along arterial road 10 12 16 21 27 33 
and duplex interface with single-
family housing) 
Double Garage Units Only 9 11 14 20 25 30 
Reduction in Unit Yield # Units 1 1 2 1 2 3 
Reduction in Unit Yield (%) 10.0% 8.3% 12.5% 5.0% 7.4% 9.1% 

Maximum Tandem Units 

Lot Width 

Townhouse Typology 40m 50m 
(minimum at (minimum at 60 m 80m 100m 120 m 
loc:al arterial) maior arterial) 

Front Row: 
Driveway Entry Location Side side side centre centre centre 
# of two storey end units 
(18.5 n typica;) 2 2 2 4 4 4 

# of tandem units (15 ft. tvpical) 4 5 8 9 13 17 
Subtotal 6 7 10 13 17 21 
Rear Row: 
Amenity Space Location Side side side centre centre centre 
# of duplex units 4 5 6 8 10 12 
Total # of units 10 12 16 21 27 33 

Option 2:: Double Garage Unit only 

Lot Width 

Townhouse Typology 40 m 50 m 
(minimum at (minimum at 60m 80m 100 m 120 m 
local arterial) major arterial) 

Front Row: 
Driveway Entry Location Side side side centre centre centre 
# of 2 storey end units 

2 2 2 4 4 4 (18.5 n typical) 
# of double garage units 

3 4 6 8 11 14 (18.5 ff typical) 
Subtotal 5 6 8 12 15 18 
Rear Row: 
Amenity Space Location Side side side centre centre centre 
# of du lex units 4 5 6 8 10 12 
Total # of units 9 11 14 20 25 30 

Note: Based on a site with a lot depth of minimum 40 m. 

3256854 
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Implications on Unit Yield: Existing & Hypothetical Examples 

Hypothetical Examples: 

Per a study of a mix of a total of 82 tandem and 34 double garage three storey units that have 
been proposed in a series of high density townhouse developments in the North McLennan Area 
(see below), if the townhouse typologies are limited to double garage units only and the internal 
circulation design remains the same, the unit yield would be reduced by 29 units or 25 per cent 
(i.e., 82 tandem units are replaced by 53 double garage units). 

Although this study for a specific site does not account for all design parameters that might also 
affect unit yield (e.g., property shape, frontage lengths, the number of road crossings, etc), it does 
suggest a relatively large impact to unit yield in high density townhouse areas if the typology is 
limited to double garage units only. The study also suggests that with this typology restriction, 
the size of townhouses would be larger and the variety of unit design will be reduced. In 
particular, the number of two bedroom townhouses would be minimized if tandem units arc not 
allowed as the double garage units can adequately accommodate three bedrooms on a single 
floor. 

o 

3256854 

WESTMINSTER HWY 

=;g:~' . .. _ .. _ .. -

FERNDALE ROAD 

@ EXIS1r1NG or UNDER CONSTRUCTION 
I.jJ 4 Acres al 29 upa '" 116 Homes (74 2·Beds + 42 3·8eds) 
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Attachment 4 Cont'd 
lmplications on Unilt Yield: Existing & Hypothetical Examples 

WESTMINSTER HWY 

~I!CJ 

I I , 

,LJ i ,._-_.,---; . .,-; 
I 

o 
-' 

FERNOALE ROAD 

~ HYPOTHETICAL DEVELOPMENT 
I.,Jj 4 Acres at 22 uP" "87 Homes (alil-Beds) 

---
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Attacbment 5 

TOWNHOUSE PARKING SURVEY 

Name: 

(Please print) 

Address: 

Question 1. How many parking spaces does your 
townhouse unit have? 

Question 2: How many vehicles do you own in your 
household? 

Question 3: Please indicate if the number of parking 
spaces you currently have are adequate for your family 's 
needs: 

QUestion 4: If you fee! your current number of parking 
spaces is too few, please indicate the number of parking 
spaces you would like to have. 

Question 5: If you feel the number of parking spaces 
provided for your townhouse unit is sufficient or too 
many, please indicate how you utiliZe the extra space. 

Question 6: Do you find the size of your parkinSJ 
garage/carport adequate? 

QUestion 7: Please indicate the parking space 
arrangement of your garage/carport? 

Question 8: If the parking spaces are tandem, do you 
find this way of parking workable for your daily activities? 

Signature: 

Answer: 

1 0 20 3D Other 

Answer: 

10 20 3D Other 

Answer: 

0 Too few 
0 Too many 
0 Just the right number of spaces 

Comments: 

Answer: 

1 0 20 3D Other 
Comments: 

Answer: 

0 Storage 
0 Visitor parking 
0 Other (please specify) 

Comments: 

Answer: 

0 Yes o No 
Comments: 

Answer: 

0 Tandem - end to end 
0 Side by Side 
0 Other (please specify) 

Answer: 

0 Yes o No 
Comments: 

Dat.: __________ _ 

Please enclose the completed survey form in the postage paid, addressed envelope provided and 
return to the City by: Friday. July 29. 2011 .. Thank you for your participation in this survey. Should you 
have any questions, please contact Fred Lin, AlManager, Transportation Planning at 604-247-4627. 

32,61\S4 
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Attachment 6 
Townhouse Parking SUn'ey - Additional Commenls 

Q3: Please indicate if the number of parki:ng spaces you currently have are adequate for your family's 
needs. (63 of the 386 respondents who answered the question provided the comments below) 

• 3 parking spaces is better • The tandem parking space is not convenient to 
• Not enough storage in home park 2 cars. 
• No guest parking. • Could use one more. 
• Need temp parking for guests. • Not nearly enough visitor parking when friends 
• More visitor parking. come over. 
• Especially when we have visitors or guests, esp. • Double car garage supposedly, but it can only 

when we have parties. fit one car or two small cars and no storage 
• Especially when we have parties/special space if that's the case. 

occasions. • Not enough space in garage to move once 
• Nobody like to visit this complex, sale o'f cars are parked. 

property is difficult. parking issues all the time. • Not enough visitor parking. 
• We would be OK but there is no street parking at • There are 2 handicapped parking out of the 6 

all. I have a ticket already. parking. 

• Once we get a second car, will be difficlJlt when • Need extra space for future car for member of 
we have visitors. family or visitor. 

• There are only 11 visitor spots for a 54 unit • My daughter comes to visit me 3-4 times per 
town home complex and no street parking. It's week. 
difficult for residents to live harmoniously. • Planning to get third car. 

• We wanted more parking space for storage use. • Garage is used as a storage area presently. 
• We'd like an extra space for guests or camper. • I found that some people converted their 
• Visitor rules so strict. No nearby street parking garages to living space leading to illegal 

for my visitors. parking in fire lane. 

• Can't have more than 2 vehicles. • It's tandem. Only one can be used as parking. 
• Parking is tight for 2 large vehicles. • If our sons come home for short stays, we 

• Need more visitor parking. would need two or three spaces. 

• But wouldn't mind having extra parking. • Currently we are a single vehicle family but 

• Inside only, very inconvenient - can't park when the kids are older and have their own 
outside - terrible! vehicles, we won't have enough. 

• The garage is 100 small for the vehicles. • Everyone parks on the street because their so-

• It is a tandem garage so we park 1 car <In the called townhouse doesn't have enough 

street for easier access. parking. 

• No driveway so guests need to find parl·dng • Spot #2 blocks access to Spot #1 . Need to 
elsewhere when guest parking is full. shuffle vehicles. Th ird vehicle on the way. 

• Garage too narrow to park vehicles. • I am a single person but I can see how this 

• When friends/family come over, there's not would be a challenge for a family. 

enough parking lot • Visitor parking nol sufficient 

• But when friends come over, not enough visitor • No spare use as storage. 

parking for them. My neighbour has 2 cars • A bit more spare from the street would be 
themselves, but they have only 1 parking space, better because sometimes we will have some 
they always took the visitor parking all day long. friends and families to visit 

• Need 1 or 2 more. • No room for guest parking 

• We have a tandem garage. In reality only one • Now is garage 1 car plus driveway, front-back 
car can park in the garage at a time. 2 cars arrangement. 
don't fit comfortably. • Tandem design is inefficient - constantly 

• Son is getting a car and will require a parking jockeying cars. 
space. • Some units have too many cars and are using 

• An extra would be good for visitors. Not enough too much street parking. 
visitor parking - 35 units with only 5 visitor • No guest park. 
parking. • We also have visi tor parking available in our 

• We use 1 parking space for storage. complex. 

• Mine is the front & rear parking style. It is not • Not enough parking. 
that convenient for us. My husband has to park • Need garage space for some storage too so 
on the street sometimes. one car is on the street. Only 4 spots on street 

for 3 townhouse complexes. 
nS68l4 



PLN - 253

Attachment 6 Cont'd 
Townhouse Parking Survey - Additional Comments 

• We need more visitor parking as some residents 
park overnight at the visitor parking spot. 

• However, we need more visitor parking. 

• Street parking causes inner roads to be 
extremely narrow and unsafe (e.g., Ash, 
Keefer, Heather). 

04: If you feel your current number of parl<ing spaces is too few, please indicate the number of parking 
spaces you would like to have. (54 ofllhe 165 respondents who answered the question provided the 
comments below) 

as: 

• Not enough visitor parking spaces. 
• That's fine for us. 
• No guest parking. 
• We wish to have more visitor parking. 
• We wish to have more visitor parking in our area 

in general. 
• More parking for visitors or parking in thl; road 

should be allowed. 
• There should be one outside the home. 
• 1 available not in the garage. 
• The third space ~ by utilizing visitor park.nng. 
• A street parking space would be favourclble and 

highly appreciated rather than a very wide 
bicycle lane in front of our complex. 

• 
• 
• 

• 
• 
• 

• 

• 

• 

• 
• 
• 

• 

• 
• 
• 
• 
• 

• 

3 or more parking would be ideal. 
More visilor's parking wil l be great. 
Again, outside parking needed or proper utilizing 
of visitor parking. 
But not tandem. 
Additional space for guests. 
In Hennessy Gardens there are 92 units in total, 
at least 75 customers parking lot. 
When friends/family sleep over, they would have 
spaces to park their cars. 
It would be great if we can have 2 visitor parking 
spots. 
More visitor parking required - only B spots for 
37 units. 
I want more storage space. 
Not enough visitor par!dng. 
Needs to be larger though ~ far too small. We 
have had several scrapes of vehicles . 
2 parking spaces is enough if we have storage 
room. 
But not tandem. 
Just about right, right now_ 
Enough. 
Garage & outside our garage. 
t would like more visitor parking for the whole 
complex. 
Side by side will be better. 

• It will be more convenient if the parking space 
can park 2 cars side by side. 

• I have noticed that several of my neighbours 
have built an extra room in the garage and 
then park their vehicles in visitor parking. A 
problem! 

• We need one more vehicle and parking space. 
• DeSignated disabled parking space preferred 

but often used by other neighbours who are 
not disabled. 

• Not enough visitor parking spaces. 
• Only 5 visilor parking is not enough. 
• It is much convenient to have road side 

parking along No.2 Road. 
• For future car for member of family or visitor. 
• Extra visitor parking would be great. 
• Only one inside parking is not sufficient 
• Just the right number of spaces. 
• For the visitor parking, especially relatives. 
• We don 't need a car~size space - just a bit of 

space sideways for easier/safer drive~thru 

when driving in/out of garage. 
• Wish more space for storage. 
• Side by side. 
• Shouldn't a three bedroom unit have three 

spaces? 
• Prefer double side by side. 
• Just perfect for our household. We find that 

most people make another room from their 
tandem garage and park one car out on the 
road. 

• I see the # of cars parked in my street, 
indicates other houses need to park outsjde. 

• 2 or3 are fine. 
• 3 or more. 
• 2 side by side. 
• OK for now. 
• Tandem design is good enough for one car. 
• Not enough for guest. 

If you feel the number of parking spaces provided for your townhouse unit is sufficient or too many, 
please indicate how you utilize the extra space. (62 of the 223 respondents who answered the 
question provided the comments below) 

• Visitor parking not enough use. • Guest parking. 
• Not enough parking. • Working area. 
• Residents park on the visitor parking SP()t. • No extra space. 
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Townhouse Parking Survey - Additional Comments 

• Not enough visitor parking_ 
• Very minimal visitor parking for a Richmond 

suburb. 
• Out of 36 units, we only have 6 visitors parking -

too few! 
• Too few! Out of 36 units, we only have 15 visitors 

parl<:ing. Too few. 
• Prices at the complex will be higher and easy to 

sell. Parking in this complex sucks. 
• Sufficient - 2 spaces, 2 cars. 
• Need more visitor parking . 
• Need more parking spaces. We only halve 4 

parking, my family out of town need to park on 
the street if they stay for more than a week. 

• Too few visitor parking. 
• Just barely enough but design is for 2 cars, so 

no complaint. 
• Not sufficient. We hardly have spaces to store 

our bicycles and other car-related things. 
• Not enough. 
• Parking space 
• 2 is sufficient. 
• A few could be rented to those with oversize 

vehicles. 

• Just fit 
• No extra space. 
• Use both spots. Would love more visitor 

parking. 
• We need more recreational facilities. 
• Or den. 
• Second one-half of tandem garage. 

• On road 
• Just enough for 2 cars. 
• To make more visitors parking space b~1 

sacrificing the garden area. 
• Just enough to fit 2 small cars in it. Family's 

SUV can't even fit in there. 
• Just enough. 
• Enough for 2 cars but not enough for visitor 

parking. 
• Barely adequate - we have created higher 

storage shelves, etc. 
• The space is for 2 spots however the size of the 

spots is extremely small and not long enough for 
a big truck. 

• Visitor parking too restrictive - not enou~lh 

• An extra could serve as visitor parking. 
• It is sufficient. no extra space. 
• There are insufficient visitor parking spaces in 

our complex, usually taken by other residents -
not visitors. 

• We use the sides for storage. 
• Not enough visitor parking for the complex. 
• Just right. 
• Too many handicap parking, we need more 

visitors instead _ 
• For member of family living in household. 
• Not enough visitor parking_ There are 26 units 

& only 3 visitor & 2 handicap parking. Way too 
few because you cannot pari<: on NO.2 Rd. 
Use some of the flower bed for extra parking. 

• My parking is not sufficient - we used them as 
bicycle parking because we lost our bikes, they 
were stolen many limes already, we kept our 
snowboard, etc. 

• The complex has 4 visitors parking spaces, 
which is sufficient for a 10 unit complex. 

• I don't feel it's enough. 
• Barely sufficient. 
• More visitor parking 
• If possible, more visitor parking fo r the 

complex (now there are 4 visitor parking for 16 
units). 

• Need to provide many parking spaces for 
visitors. 

• Third vehicle. 
• Home office. I barely fit my stuff. 
• Recreation area. 
• There are way too many cars parked on the 

side streets making it very inconvenient to gel 
out of the neighbourhood & causes many 
problems (e.g. , vision blocked) making it 
dangerous. 

• Other-street parking. Right now the street 
parking is Mon-Fri 7-6 disable. It would be 
great if it can be changed to 8-5 disable_ 

• We only have 2 visitor parking , which is not 
enough. 

• Play room. 
• Not spacious. 
• Make into extra room. 
• Not enough space for parking and storage. 

Q6: Do you find the size of your parking g:arage/carport adequate? (112 of the 390 respondents who 
answered the question provided the comments below) 

• It's too narrow, if can make wider that be fine 
(increase 2 feet). 

• Too small. 
• Very tight. Hard to open doors without hitting 

walls. 

• Two cars in tandem garage. Have to move the 
cars around quite often . We leave at different 
times and come in at different times. 

• Too small. 
• Too small. 
• Too tiny , when car's in the garage, hardly 

space to walk on the side. 
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• Most SUVs and older collector cars are longer • Narrow side to side 
and wider, • Only good for small cars - very narrow. 

• One side is too short to fit many vehicles. and it Tandem garage does not have enough side 
is barely wide enough for two vehicles. space for adequate storage or larger vehicle. 

• Too narrow garage. • Wider the better. 
• It's a tandem garage, which is not very • We are fortunate to have a wide, end-unit, 

convenient - space for storage is very limited which is extremely important to us. 
and garage is too narrow. • If one car is OK, but two car side by side is 

• It is a little bit too small. Opening/closing the narrow. 
door will always hit the wall. • It should be bigger. 

• My 1/2 ton pickup truck barely fits in. Very tight • Entrance should be wider for the garage 
with a small car in tandem. • A tittle bigger would be much better. 

• The width size is quite narrow, the leng~h is quite • Too small 
short. Having a van, you cannot close and open • I have to be very careful park in and out of the 
the storage trunk if the garage door is closed, garage. 
and no space to walk around your van . • Prefer larger garage for better clearance for 

• Too tight and narrow. ease of parking and more storage space. 
• Too narrow / need more space for storclge. • 'Too narrow. 
• Size 100 compact; could be bigger and possibly • The design for 2 cars to park one after another 

include a driveway. in the narrow long parking space is not 
• It's a tight space for 2 vehicles. convenient 
• Only suitable for mid size vehicles. A large van • Too small for van . 

like a Montana could not be parked in tile • It is inconvenient jf I have 2 cars parked in the 
garage. garage and I am the first in & first out. Then 

• Need more storage space & room between have to move cars. Also, too light for a big 
vehicles. truck. Overall, do not like tandem parking. 

• Bigger vehicle will be tight. • Entrance & space more wider will be easier for 
• Too short parking. 
• Size is not big enough for just 1 multi-purpose • A little too narrow - difficult to enter and exit 

vehicle & 1 small car. • Just fits - could be a bit longer. 
• Just barely enough. It would be better if there is • Adequate for only one car + storage. 

a bit more space for storage purpose. Sometimes we have company car and cannot 
• Crammed. fit. Have to park on road . Probably should not 
• Too small. be classified as two car garage or city should 

• Too small - tandem garage is not ideal. set standard adequate size for 2-car garage. 

• The front to back parking in garage for:2 Size currently differs from detached home 
vehicles is inconvenient as we need to :shuffle units. 
vehicles often. • A bit larger is better especially for bigger cars. 

• The garage is bit too narrow. • It is very tight. you have to be a very good 

• Definitely not! Terrible set up. driver to park in the tight space. 

• Not too spacious. • Not deep enough and not wide enough to park 

• Although the carport is designed for two cars, it's 2 cars. 
too small. • Not enough visitor parking. 

• Family van or SUV cannot fit in the garage due • Too small. 
to the width. • Could use an extra foot in width and an extra 

• Too narrow for car parking. foot in length. 

• Too crowded, there's almost no space for us to • Garage size is too small, not enough space for 
walk between two cars. storage. 

• Too small compared to the garage of a house. • The size of my parking spaces just fit in. 

• Carport is too small, can't even park a car. • Bit too narrow. Two cars barely fit. 

• Cannot park two full size cars • It's tandem and inconvenient - not enough 

• Garage is barely wide enough for 2 vehicles - space to move around - wrong design. 

parking is very tight. One of us has to back in. • A bigger space (sideways) would be better to 

• It's too tight for side by side parking keep things tidier. 

• We only have 1 car, if we add 1 more, size is not • This is too small 

enough because we don't have storage:. • A little small, 
• Could be wider • Too small. 



PLN - 256

Attachment 6 Cont'd 
Townhouse P~lrking Survey - Additional Comments 

• The garage is too narrow. Hard to get onloff the 
vehicle inside. 

• My parking garage is tandem for 2 parking but it 
is difficult to park 2 cars together. 

• Too small , few storage space when parking two 
vehicles. 

• Too narrow. 
• Far too narrow. 
• A bit narrow on the right side, can't even open 

the door of passenger side half-way. 
• We have single car garage;· we'd prefer side by 

side - but difficult to find 
• Too small. 
• A bigger garage will be helpful. 
• Too narrow; supports for patio/balcony decrease 

manoeuvring ability. 
• My parking garage size is too small for my 

family. 
• Too small. It is fine for a small car but not good 

for the bigger car like a van. 
• Too narrow. 
• Quite narrow entrance - have hit the wall twice. 
• The garage is quite narrow, thus makin!;:J walking 

space limited once the cars are in. Our cars are 
both small cars . 

• Too narrow, can't exit from passenger side door. 
• No, a bit small. 
• You kidding? It's Richmond! You barel:y able to 

open door after you parked. 

• "Too small - small vehicle only - no storage 
space. 

• I think they make you think there is space for2 
cars - that's not the case. 

• A bit too small. 
• Too small. 
• For a two car garage, it is big. More space for 

storage would be nice. 
• But not at the entrance, it's too small. 
• Too narrow, you need professional skills to 

park your car. 
• The size of the parking garage is too small. 
• The width of garage need increase. 
• Not enough room for storage. 
• Garage fits vehicle adequately but leaves little 

room for storage. 
• Too narrow of the door. 
• Not enough room for storage. 
• Too narrow. 
• Entrance gate a little narrow. 
• Not enough space. 
• A little too small/light. 
• Needs to be a bit bigger. 
• If it were a little wider or longer, we would have 

storage room and an easier time getting in and 
out of car seats in the backseats of our cars. 

08: If the parking spaces are tandem, do you find this way of parking workable for your daily activities? 
(107 of the 239 respondents who answered the question provided the comments below) 

• Not convenient for the family members daily 
activities 

• Side by side parking was necessary for us when 
we looked for a home. We leave/come home at 
different times so to organize the perso~n leaving 
first in the morning would be a total headache! 
We each need our own cars as we commute 
with items for work , so it's not possible j ust to 
take the car that's in front in the mornin!~ . 

• 2 ft longer and 2 ft wider, that be fine. 
• We work around it. Side by side would be more 

convenient. 
• Most days. 
• Somewhat. 
• I am always shuffling vehicles. 
• Not really_ Too small & too few. 
• Very frustrating having to move vehicles several 

times daily. 
• Very frustrating and inconvenient. 
• A lot of trouble to move around the cars;. 
• It's workable but not ideal. 
• Yes, workable but a pain when on e person only 

knows automatic and other person is sick. 
• Better than nothing (no choice). 

• I use the front for my vehicle and the back for 
storage. When moving things in & out, I have 
to move my car elsewhere. which is very 
inconvenient. ' 

• One person has to move the car around for 
another person to drive out. Not very 
convenient. 

• A bit not convenient (prefer side by side) but 
most small townhouses have such 
inconvenience. 

• Can become a headache sometimes as we 
have different schedules. 

• Absolutely not. It's a hassle moving cars every 
time. 

• Bad idea. 
• If we have 2 parking, we would prefer side by 

side. 
• Again , definitely nat. 
• Tandem is an inefficient and inconvenient way 

of parking. 
• The tandem parking space is inconvenient. 

This is why the other car has been parked on 
the street. 

• Have to arrange which vehicle parks first or 
late. 
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• If my car is not close to the exit, every time I 
move out I have to drive the other car out first. 

• It is very inconvenient. We have to switch 
sometimes. 

• We constantly have to move cars or exchange 
cars to be able to drive the "inner" car in the 
garage. 

• Hassle to have to change cars, depending on 
which car leaves for work earlier. 

• It's not convenient. If I want to use another car 
at back, I need to drive the front car firslt. 

• Very time-consuming to switch the car Ewery 
night. 

• One car is OK, 2 cars will be a problem. 
• Most people with tandem garages park only one 

vehicle in the garage, they all park their second 
vehicle on the road/street. Others conslstenlly 
park in visitor spots or in fire lanes. 

• We have to juggle cars but are fine with that 
configuration. 

• Always have to re-park the cars to 
accommodate whoever has to leave thE! house 
first. 

• For now. 
• I only have 1 car. 
• Difficult to park and plan which car in fir-st & out. 

Not user-friendly. 
• Tandem garages make no sense. In our 

situation we use the garage as storage because 
like I said above it's almost impossible to park 2 
cars front to back. 

• Rather inconvenient for 2 cars. 
• Too narrow. 
• It is not convenient. 
• Inconvenient if we have 2 cars to park in the 

garage, so we turned half of it into an extra room 
instead. 

• It won't be workable if my family have two cars 
• Side by side is beUer. 
• Side by side would be better. 
• Too inconvenient. 
• When my husband works long day, it is OK. 

Otherwise, I have to plan who parks first and out 
first. 

• Not ideal but workable. More of an irritation. 
• Yes, but inconvenient when cars have t<::> be 

moved. 
• We need to move the car frequently, it's· not 

convenient. It's better to have side-by-side, but 
yes it's more expensive. 

• I prefer side by side parking. 
• But not as convenient as side by side parking. 

We sometimes have to make necessary 
changes. 

• Works because there is only one vehjcl~3 that is 
parked. 

• Inconvenience. I will not buy a home w.ith 
tandem parking. 

• It can sometimes be inconvenient - we have to 
back out & switch cars . 

• Very inconvenienl . 
• It is a hassle to have another person back up 

the car before the car in front can get out. 
• But prefer side by side garage. 
• It is OK for 1 car only. 
• Tandem parking does provide challenges as 

constant requirement to change parking spots. 
• Very inconvenient. 
• Every time my wife and I need to arrange 

parking sequence to meet both of our 
schedules. 

• Garage is small. 
• You can park only one. 
• See answers to 06 & 04. 
• Move car to allow the other to come out & add 

fumes inside the structure. 
• I don't want to drive the other vehicle & when 

I'm home, I need to drive in early but leave for 
work early 100. 

• Occasionally we have 2 cars parked. We have 
to move cars inlout to let the other car oul. 

• Only one is used for parking. The other one 
has to park on the street. In this case, one 
parking space is enough instead of making the 
other one as storage. 

• I prefer to have side by side parking, then I 
don't have to move my car if I have one more 
car at home. 

• Always need to move away the car behind it if 
we want to use the car at fronl. Or else we 
have to park one car on the street all the time. 

• Not so conven ient if we have 2 cars. 
• Side by side spaces are more convenient but 

we have to accept what our budget could 
afford us when we decided to buy our 
residential unit. 

• But we prefer non-tandem. 
• I need to switch my cars from the front to the 

back position for my son or daughter. 
• We manage but require moving cars: prefer 

double side by side 
• Prefer side by side 
• Too inconvenient 
• Inconvenient when I need to go oul. 
• Actually it is inconvenient to a point that 

moving cars in & out has become such 
work/thing that we feel we don't want to do but 
have to do daily. We didn't expect this when 
we purchased it. 

• Inconvenient to move the cars in and out all 
the time. Not enough space to get on and off 
both sides of car. 

• Side by side is better - more convenient. 
• Too much trouble having to move cars around 

all the time. 
• More better with side by side 
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• It will be better if the arrangement is side by 
side. 

• Too much vehicle shuffling , key sharing , etc. 
• Move both cars in and out often to get the right 

car, as I usually leave home for work early. The 
house design with a side by side garage wilt 
provide more space in the house. 

• It would be very hard plus where do you keep 
the other stuff? 

• Have to move the car daily at night 
• Tandem is impractical . It is very troublelsome to 

move the first vehicle out each time. 
• Too narrow. 
• However, I prefer side by side parking. 
• But I prefer side by side parking. 
• Makes it inconvenient to gel out. 
• We need to move our cars around too rnuch . 

• Tandem is completely impractical , cannot 
guarantee rear car leaves first and returns last. 

• While a pain at times, it is manageable. 
• Our garage are side by side. 
• Not very goad. 1 prefer the side by side, more 

convenient. 
• Not convenient. 

• No 
• It would be more difficult jf we had 2 cars. 
• Very inconvenient to move one car to get the 

one out. 
• We leave and return at different times so 

constantly have to juggle cars. 
• Have to frequently re-arrange cars . 
• We purposely did not buy a unit with a tandem 

garage. 

Other Comments (9 of the 395 respondents I~rovided the comments below) 

• Give Westminster Hwy parking access. 
• The problem in our area isn't with thl: individual parking with in our unit, but with the lack of visitor 

parking. Our complex has 37 units and only 9 visitor parking stalls. You can appreciate that these can 
fill up very fast. I can't figure out as to why there can't be parking aJong Westminster Hwy between 
McLean and Gilley. This would solve our problem as well as the other 2 townhouse complexes in our 
area. Thanks. 

• Need more visitor parking! Either in complex or on the street. 
• There is very limited visitor's parking· - only 7 spaces for 50 units. 
• In the next survey, it would be great to have questions regarding the number of visitor's spaces , where 

they are located, and how they are utilized. Thank you! 
• My townhouse had 2 tandem parkin!~ spaces originally but I have enclosed the first space to use an 

extra room. This suits my current needs. 
• At present there are at least 6 cars t'hat belong to Orchard Lane owners parking every day and 

overnight on the 6000-block of Comstock Road and Udy Road . This is unacceptable. City of 
Richmond must stop any further development or subdivisions on No.2 Road. 

• I think the way the new townhouses are built is setting up for street clogging . It's not true you can fit 
two cars in these townhouses. 

• Richmond is building too many townhouse complexes - increasing traffic and parking issues. 



PLN - 259

Attachment 7 
On-Site Observ,ations: On-Street and Visitor Parking Use 

# % Tandelm Adjacent st. within # On Street 
% On-Street # Visitor 

% Visitor 
Area Address Parking Parking Units Parking 200 m 

Soaces Parking Use Spaces 
Use 

22380 Sharpe Ave 35 0.0% 
Sharpe Ave 

49 
65.3% 

7 14.3% 
22386 Sharpe Ave 17 52.9% 3 33.3% c 

0 22711 Norton Court 33 100.0% 7 14.3% = 22728 Norton Court 9 55.6% 3 0.0% E 
~ 22788 Norton Court 24 83.3% 4 3 0.0% ;z: 

22788 Westminster Hwv 54 72.2% Norton Court 100.0% 11 9.1% 
Area Subtotal : AveraQe Use 68.0%, 11.8% 

~ Odlin Road 3 100.0% 
~ .-

9800 Odlin Road 92 54.3% TomickiAve 55 9. 1% 18 50.0% 0.0 
~ E 

No. 4 Road 150 6.0% ;:~ 
u Area Subtotal: Average Use 8.2% 50.0% 50.0% 

c 6111 NO.1 Road 34 
88.4% No. 1 Road 

58 
5.2% 5 60.0% 

0 6179 No.1 Road 35 5 20.0% 0 
Co 

6331 No. 1 Road 33 81.8% 58 6 33.3% E NO. 1 Road 6.1'% 0 6511 No.1 Road 12 0.0% 3 66.7% ~ 
I- Area Siubtotal: Averaae Use 5.7% 42.1% 

Comstock Rd 22 9.1% 
Udy Road 16 6.3% 

7231 No.2 Road 26 53.8% Lanatan Rd 70 28.6% 4 25.0% 

- Linscott Rd 9 22.2% 
~ 

Laurelwood Crt 17 35.3% '0 
C 

Cantlev Road 61 3.3% ~ -
"' Cantley PI 14 7.1% 8171 No.2 Road 10 80.0% 4 50.0% 

Chemainus Dr 26 23.1% 
Clearwater Dr 14 7.1% 

Area Subtotal : Averaae Use 16.5% 37.5% 
Gilbert Rd 58 0.0% 
Kimberley Dr 32 3.1% 

~ Monashee Dr 12 16.7% 
" 7171 Steveston Hwy 50 76.0% Buttermere Dr 9.1% 18 16.7% 0 11 
.E Bamberton Dr 41 12.2% .-
'" Waterton Dr 9 33.3% 

Mannina Crt 14 14.3% 
Area Siubtotal: Average Use 7.9% 16.7% 

" 
Saunders Rd 28 7.1% 

0 Mowbrav Rd 21 4.8% 0 
PiQott Rd E 9600 No.3 Road 16 75.0% 64 0.0% 4 0.0% 

'0 
Bates Rd 70 10.0% ~ e Greenlees Rd 6 16.7% 

"' Area Siubtotal: Averaae Use 5.8% 0.0% 
c 12251 No.2 Road 50 55.6% No. 2 Road 27 48.1% 1 0.0% 
0 27 ~ 12311 NO.2 Road 54 77.8% No.2 Road 48.1% 11 63.6% 0 
~ 
> 58.3% ~ 
~ Area Subtotal: Average Use 48.1% 
'" 

9400 Ferndale Road 8 87.5% 10 30.0% c Ferndale Rd 74 56.8% ~ 
C~ 9551 Ferndale Road 58 86.2% Ferndale Rd 69 53.6% 9 33.3% ct: 
~ 0 

~?51 Ferndale Road 21 100.0% Ferndale Rd 69 53.6% 4 0% ~z 
:;; 188 Birch Street 59 50.8% Birch Street 18 33.3% 9 66.7% 

Area Subtotal: Averaae Use 53.0% 27.9% 

3256834 
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On-Site O bservations: On-Street and Visitor Pa rking Use 

# 0/0 Tandem Adjacent St. within 
# On Street 

% On-Street # Visitor 
% Visitor 

Area Address Parking Parking Units Parking 200 m 
Soaces Parking Use Spaces 

Use 
9451 Granville Ave 30 96.7% 34 

- Granville Ave 29.4% 5 20.0% "C • 0 
0: 

"" . 791 Granville Ave_ 7 57.1 Granville Ave 17 0.0% :i ·E 
No.4 Road 40 0.0% 2 100% o , 

<1)0 urnill St 70 58.6% 0-· ~ 7393 T urnill Street Turnill st. 70 o . 45 75.6% 58.6% 4 50% 00 • • -' c> Sills Ave 62 69.4% u_ 
9333 Sills Ave 59 57.6% 11 18.2% :'0 Heather St 45 20.0% 

"" No. 4 Road 20 0.0% 

" 0 18.2% 20 0 331 No.4 Road 22 No.4 Road 0.0% 6 33.3 -
Area Subtotal: Averaae Use 26.0% 32.1% 

- 9308 Keefer Street 31 87.1% 
Keefer Ave 42 57.1% 7 28.6% "C 
Ash St 40 27.5% • 0 
Keefer Ave 0: 28 46.4% 

..I: .~ 9688 Keefer Street 32 56.3% Turnill St 75 45.3% 7 28.6% - ~ , ~ 
Heather St 97 35.1% o , 

<1)0 7533 Turnill Street 15 91 .7% Turnill St. 75 45.3% 9 66.7% 0 -· ~ 7533 Heather Street 45 91.7% Heather SI. 97 35.1% o • 
o 0 urnill St 75 45.3% • • 9051 Blundell Road 12 66.7% 5 60.0% -' c> Garden City Road 25 28.0% u_ 7840 Garden City Road 10 60.0% 5 60.0% :. 0 Blundell Road 26 3.8% 

"" 40 None - Ash SI , 820 Ash Street 5 40.0% 27.5% n/a 0 Identified 
!!!. 

A rea Subtota l: Ave raQe Use 37.0% 52.6% 
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To: 

From: 

City of 
Richmond 

Mayor & Councillors 

Brian J. Jackson, MCIP 
Director of Development 

Memorandum 
Planning and Development Department 

Policy Planning 

Date: September 15, 201 1 

File: 

Re: Proposed Removal of Pilings by Imperial Oil limited in Leased Waterlots at 3880 
Bayview Street 

Purpose 

The purpose of this memo is to provide an update on the proposed removal of pi li ngs in 
waterlots leased by Imperial Oil Limited (IOL) at 3880 Bayview Street. No pilings are proposed 
fo r removal in the fee simple property ofIOL, unless required by upland remediation. 
(Attachments 1 & 2) 

Background 

• Imperial Oil Limited obtained a Heritage Alteration Pennit (l-IAP) for 3880 Bayview on July 
26, 20 t 0 http://www.richmond.cal sharediassetsiHazco PLN 07201 026980.pdf 

• The HAP Counci l issued required that all pilings, groups ofpilbrgs, and cross beams 
associated with the dock and pile-supported structures in the leased water lots,fee simple 
uplaml alld submerged foreshore be retailled allhis time. 

• IOL has advised that the pilings and dolphins in the waterlot leased from Vancouver Fraser 
Port Authority (VFPA), now Port Metro Vancouver (PMV), must be removed to comply 
with their lease. 

Update 

Staff advise that: 

• The two (2) waterlots are under the jurisdiction ofPMV. The City is unable to require a 
HAP given PMV has jurisdiction .. 

• PMV staff have confimled that the terms of the IOL lease require all waterlot improvements 
(pilings) to be removed by December 31 , 2011. (An extension for the removal of the pilings 
may be possible.) 

• [OL will be removing the pilings. IOL intends 10 commence removal as early as September 
26, 2011 pending contractor resources. If IOL cannot complete the work in September, the 
work will be completed before the end of October. 

335l7S9 
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September 15,20 I I -2-

• The improvements to be removed include (Attachment 2): 
3 dolphins containing 20 pilings total, 
A portion of the fanner wharf containing 11 pi l.ings total (decking removed previously). 

• Pilings in the submerged portion of the fee simple lot will be left in place unless removal of 
any piles is required to complete upland remediation. 

For clarification please contact me at Local 4138. 

Brian J. Jackson, MCIP 
Director of Deve10pmcnt 

BJ:tcb 

Attachments 
Attachment 1 Imperial Oil Project Area For Removal of Pilings 
Attachment 2 Imperial Oil Scope of Pilings to Be Removed Within Leased Waterlots 

Cc Joe Erceg, General Manager Planning & Development 
Wayne Craig, Program Coordinator Development 
Terry Brunette, Planner Policy Planning 
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