4 City of
sa®4% Richmond Public Hearing Agenda

Public Notice is hereby given of a Regular Council Meeting for Public Hearings being held on:

Monday, February 15, 2016 — 7 p.m.

Council Chambers, 1°' Floor
Richmond City Hall
6911 No. 3 Road
Richmond, BC V6Y 2C1

OPENING STATEMENT

Page
1. OFFICIAL COMMUNITY PLAN BYLAW 9000, AMENDMENT
BYLAW 9506
(File Ref. No. 12-8060-20-009506) (REDMS No. 4823402)
PH-4 See Page PH-4 for memorandum — Manager, Policy Planning
PH-9 See Page PH-9 for full report

Location: 8020, 8040, 8100, 8140, 8160, 8200, 8240, 8280, 8320,
8480, 8580, 8600, 8720, 8760, 8840, 9220, 9360, 9500,
9560, 10060, 10160, 10180, 10220, 10260, 10320, 10780,
10820, and 10880 No. 5 Road, 12011, 12100, 12180, 12200,
12260, 12280, and 12300 Blundell Road, and 12339 and
12733 Steveston Highway

Applicant: City of Richmond

Purpose: To incorporate the No. 5 Road Backlands Policy, which
allows institutional uses within the first 110 metres east from
No. 5 Road if the remaining portions (Backlands) are
actively farmed, within Richmond’s Official Community
Plan.

First Reading:  December 14, 2015

Order of Business:

PH-1
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Public Hearing Agenda — Monday, February 15, 2016

Page

PH-116

Presentation from the applicant.

2. Acknowledgement of written submissions received by the City Clerk
since first reading.

3.  Submissions from the floor.

Council Consideration:

1. Action on second and third readings of Official Community Plan Bylaw
9000, Amendment Bylaw 9506.

2. Adoption of Official Community Plan Bylaw 8500, Amendment Bylaw
9506.

RICHMOND ZONING BYLAW 8500, AMENDMENT BYLAW 9507 (ZT

15-708370)
(File Ref. No. 12-8060-20-009507; ZT 15-708370) (REDMS No. 4791846)

See Page PH-116 for full report

Location: 8477 Bridgeport Road
Applicant: GBL Architects Inc.
Purpose: A Zoning Text Amendment to the *“High Rise Office

Commercial (ZC33) - (City Centre)” zone to allow vehicle
sale/rental as a permitted secondary use on the property at
8477 Bridgeport Road.

First Reading: January 25, 2016
Order of Business:
1.  Presentation from the applicant.

2. Acknowledgement of written submissions received by the City Clerk
since first reading.

3. Submissions from the floor.

Council Consideration:

1. Action on second and third readings of Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500,
Amendment Bylaw 9507.
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Public Hearing Agenda — Monday, February 15, 2016

Page
3. RICHMOND ZONING BYLAW 8500, AMENDMENT BYLAW 9511 (RZ
15-692244)
(File Ref. No. 12-8060-20-009511; RZ 15-692244) (REDMS No. 4846602)
PH-125 See Page PH-125 for full report
Location: 7400/7420 Schaefer Avenue
Applicant: Chi Kuen Yeung and Cardison Chun Kik Yeung
Purpose: To rezone the subject property from “Two-Unit Dwellings

(RD1)” to “Single Detached (RS2/K)”, to permit the property
to be subdivided to create two (2) lots.

First Reading:  January 25, 2016
Order of Business:
1.  Presentation from the applicant.

2. Acknowledgement of written submissions received by the City Clerk
since first reading.

3.  Submissions from the floor.

Council Consideration:

1. Action on second and third readings of Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500,
Amendment Bylaw 9511.

ADJOURNMENT

PH-3



City of Memorandum

Q% Planning and Development Division
2 RIChI ! |Ond Policy Planning

To: Mayor and Councillors ' Date: February 11, 2016

From: Terry Crowe, MCIP File: 08-4050-10/2016~Vol 01
Manager, Policy Planning Department

Re: Summary of Feedback: Proposed OCP No. 5 Road Backlands Policy From: The
Public Information Meeting and the Richmond Agricultural Advisory Committee

Purpose

The purpose of this memorandum is to summarize the feedback regarding the proposed OCP No. 5
Road Backlands Policy, from the January 27, 2016 Public Information Meeting and the February 4,
2016 Richmond Agricultural Advisory Committee (AAC) meeting.

Public Information Meeting

The public information meeting was held from 6:00 pm until 8:00 pm in Meeting Room 2.004 at
City Hall. Notification letters were sent to the 33 property owners within the No. 5 Road
Backlands Policy area, and the meeting was advertised in the local newspaper on January 20,
2016 and January 22, 2016. Boards were displayed around the room with the intention that
participants could walk through the room, learn about the proposed changes and have questions
answered by staff. Staff provided a short presentation at 6:30 pm to explain the proposed
changes and a question and answer session followed for approximately an hour. Attendees were
encouraged to complete comment sheets after the meeting and submit them by February 5, 2016.

Approximately 50 people attended the meeting. Most participants were members of the
congregations located within the No. 5 Road Backlands Policy area and some were residents
who had a general interest.

The tone of the meeting was respectful, engaged but concerned. The majority of the attendees

were concerned that the impacts of the proposed highway widening on the Backlands were still

unknown. The key comments and questions were as follows:

- It is premature to finalize the proposed changes to the No. 5 Road Backlands Policy as the
impacts of the George Massey Tunnel Replacement project are still unknown.

- In addition to the land acquisition for the proposed highway widening, the proposed farm
access road would result in an additional loss of farm land.

- What is the purpose of the proposed farm access road, who is going to build it and what would
be the required standards?

- If the Backlands are donated to the City, who will be farming them?

- Who is responsible to address the requirements associated with the Riparian Management
Area and Environmentally Sensitive Areas, and what would be their impacts on the
Backlands?
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February 11, 2016 -2-

- What is the definition of “farming”? The City should provide a clear definition of what would
be considered adequate farming to better guide the property owners.

- As community institutional uses are currently well-established in the Policy Area, the whole
Backlands area should now be excluded from the Agricultural Land Reserve (ALR) to allow
additional urban uses such as seniors housing.

Staff answered these questions based on the staff report. Attendees were appreciative that the
City hosted the public information meeting and they had an opportunity to have their questions
answered in advance of the Public Hearing. Afterwards some stayed to ask additional questions
specific to their properties and several indicated that they may approach to City to discuss the
option of having the City farm their lands and the implications of providing farm road access.

In summary, nine (9) comment sheets (27% of property owners/occupants) were returned
indicating that the respondents: (1) farmed the backlands and intended to continue to do so, and
(2) were silent regarding: (a) having the City farm their lands and / or (b) their provision of a
farm access road. Townline Gardens Inc. who owns the properties at the south end of the Policy
area, located outside the ALR, requested that those lands be excluded from the Policy. Staff
agree and note that the Policy requires the City to consult with the Agricultural Land
Commission (ALC) before any changes are made. A table summarizing the comments is
provided in Attachment 1.

Richmond Agricultural Advisory Committee (AAC) Comments
On February 4, 2016, the Richmond Agricultural Advisory Committee (AAC) reviewed the
proposed changes and unanimously passed the following resolution:

That the proposed OCP amendment regarding the No.5 Road Backlands Policy be supported

with the following comments and suggestions:

- Access from No. 5 Road (i.e., east-west connection through the existing road allowances)
should be recognized as important as the proposed north-south connection.

- A covenant should be required to be registered on title as part of a development

-~ application process for an institutional development to indicate that the development
approval is subject to an active agricultural operation in the Backlands, and the property
may be subject to potential agricultural impacts including noise, dust and odour.

- The City should more proactively enforce the farming requirement (e.g., annual
inspection by a certified professional to ensure compliance and/or economic incentives
such as tax exemption. (Attachment 2)

Staff believe that the AAC’s suggestions can be achieved without changing the proposed Policy
(e.g., during specific development application reviews, access from No. 5 Road to the Backlands

and the suggested covenant requirement can be considered at that time).

ALC Comments: To date, staff have not heard from the Agricultural Land Commission (ALC).

4913715 PH - 5



February 11,2016 -3-

Suggested Next Steps

Staff advise that after the Public Hearing, Council: ‘

1. as intended, adopt the proposed OCP amendment to clearly establish the City intentions
regarding how the No 5 Road Backlands Area is to develop for community institutional and
agricultural uses, and farm road access, and

2. if acceptable, direct staff to explore with the ALC, the acceptability removing Townline
Gardens Inc. lands from the No. 5 Road Backlands Policy Area which are not in the ALR
and report back before June 20, 2016 regarding the acceptability of this proposals.

Should you have any questions, please contact me at (604) 276-4139.

Manager, Policy Planning

Att.1 Comment Sheet Summary Table
Att. 2 Excerpt: AAC Minutes February 4, 2016

cc. Joe Erceg, General Manager, Planning and Development
Wayne Craig, Director of Development
Barry Konkin, Program Coordinator, Development
Victor Wei, Director of Transportation
Minhee Park, Planner 1
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Attachment 2

Excerpt from the Minutes from
The Agricultural Advisory Committee Meeting
Thursday, February 4, 2016 — 7:00 p.m.
M.2.002, Richmond City Hall

5. No. 5 Road Backlands Policy

Staff summarized the proposed changes to the No. 5 Road Backlands Policy and requested the Committee to
provide comments and feedback.

The Committee had the following questions and comments:

The proposed north-south farm access road component may need to be amended due to the land
acquisition for the Highway 99 widening project. The Policy should focus on-ensuring access from No. 5
Road (i.e., east-west connection utilizing the existing road allowances) is provided, rather than focusing on
the proposed north-south connection.

General question was asked how the potential impacts of agricultural uses on institutional uses are
addressed. Staff noted that there was an agreement between the property owner and the City to allow
institutional uses if the Backlands are farmed. Staff also noted that registration of a covenant is required as
part of the development approval process to ensure that the Backlands are farmed. Members suggested
that an additional covenant be required to notify that the properties are subject to potential impacts of an
active agricultural operation.

The Committee discussed the implications of not meeting the farming requirement, and noted that a proper
enforcement mechanism must be in place. It also noted that the City should take a more proactive approach
in dealing with non-compliance (e.g. hiring an agricultural professional to inspect the sites to ensure the
Backlands are adequately farmed.)

The Committee also asked about the future farm plan by the City. The City will be working with property
owners who would be interested in voluntarily donating the Backlands or entering into legal agreements with
the City to explore opportunities (e.g., partnership with Kwantlen University for an incubator farm).

The Committee noted that a better control of the water level is needed, especially during summer time, as
the Backlands are poorly drained. Also, the City should work with the Province to ensure that an adequate
irrigation and drainage system is in place after the ditch is relocated as part of the George Massey Tunnel
Replacement project. :

As a result of the discussion, the Committee passed the following motion:

That the proposed OCP amendment regarding the No.5 Road Backlands Policy be supported with the following
comments and suggestions:

4913715

Access from No. 5 Road (i.e., east-west connection through the existing road allowances) should be
recognized as important as the proposed north-south connection.
A covenant should be required to be registered on title as part of a development application process for an
institutional development to indicate that the development approval is subject to an active agricultural
operation in the Backlands, and the property may be subject to potential agricultural impacts including noise,
dust and odour.
The City should more proactively enforce the farming requirement (e.g., annual inspection by a certified
professional to ensure compliance and/or economic incentives such as tax exemption).

Carried Unanimously
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284 Richmond

City of

Report to Committee

To: Planning Committee Date: November 27, 2015

From: Wayne Craig File: AG14-657892
Director of Development

Re: Agricultural Land Reserve Appeal Application by Arul Migu Thurkadevi Hindu

Society of BC for Non-Farm Use at 8100 No. 5 Road

Staff Recommendation

That:

1.

The application by Arul Migu Thurkadevi Hindu Society of BC for a non-farm use at

8100 No. 5 Road to develop a Hindu temple and off-street parking on the westerly 110m of'the
site be endorsed as presented to the Planning Committee on May 20, 2015 and forwarded to the
Agricultural Land Commission;

. Richmond 2041 Official Community Plan (OCP) Bylaw 9000, Amendment Bylaw 9506 that

adds No. 5 Road Backlands Policies in Section 7.0 of the OCP be introduced and given first
reading;

. Richmond 2041 Official Community Plan Bylaw 9000, Amendment Bylaw 9506, having

been considered in conjunction with:

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

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

Richmond 2041 Official Community Plan Bylaw 9000, Amendment Bylaw 9506, having
been considered in accordance with OCP Bylaw Preparation Consultation Policy 5043 and
Section 882(3)(c) of the Local Government Act, will be forwarded to the Agricultural Land
Commission for comment in advance of the Public Hearing;

This report and Bylaw 9506, be forwarded to the Richmond Agricultural Advisory
Committee for comments in advance of the Public Hearing;

Staff be directed to host a public information meeting with all affected property owners along
the No.5 Road corridor to explain the proposed OCP amendment (i.e., changes to the No. 5
Road Backlands Policy) in advance of the Public Hearing.
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Staff Report
Origin

At the May 20, 2015 Planning Committee meeting, staff provided a report titled “Agricultural
Land Reserve Appeal Application by Arul Migu Thurkadevi Hindu Society of BC for Non-Farm
Use at 8100 No. 5 Road”. In the discussion, the Committee expressed concerns regarding a lack
of active agricultural activities along the No. 5 Road Backlands in general, and discussed options
to ensure that farming activities take place along the No. 5 Road Backlands.

As a result, the Committee passed the following motion:

That the staff report titled Agricultural Land Reserve Appeal Application by Arul Migu
Thurkadevi Hindu Society of BC for Non-Farm Use at 8100 No. 5 Road, dated April 29, 20135,
from the Director, Development, be referred back to staff-

At the same meeting, the Committee also passed the following motion:

That staff examine:

1. The overall vision for the No. 5 Road Backlands,

2. Options for a farm access road along the Backlands from Blundell Road to Steveston
Highway,

3. Options to assemble properties along No. 5 Road to create an agricultural “green” zone, and

4. The properties that comply with the requirements of the No. 5 Road Backlands Policy
No. 5037.

The purpose of this report is to respond to the referral, and bring forward the ALR non-farm use
application by Arul Migu Thurkadevi Hindu Society of BC at 8100 No. 5 Road for re-
consideration.

Findings of Fact

Current No. 5 Road Backlands Policy 5037 (March 27. 2000 - Policy 5037)

The current No. 5 Road Backlands Policy 5037 was adopted on March 27, 2000 to implement a
stricter approach to ensure that when (1) institutional uses are allowed within the first 110 metres
east from No. 5 Road, (2) active farming occurs on the remaining Backlands and all proponents
of proposals for lands subject to the Policy are required to prepare an acceptable farm plan, enter

into legal agreements and provide a financial guarantee to farm to ensure active farming of the
Backlands (Attachment 1).

This report proposes an updated No. 5 Road Backlands Policy (e.g., a vision, clarifying
ownership and farm road access options, a preferred farm access road location and limited
residential uses). As well, staff are recommending that the Policy be incorporated to the 2041
Official Community Plan, to ensure that it is formally recognized by all as an important City land
use policy.
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Analysis

Properties that comply with the requirements of the No. 5 Road Backlands Policy No. 5037

An analysis of the Backlands reveals the following:

— Of the 33 properties, 19 properties are split-designated (institutional / agriculture) and 10
properties have been rezoned to allow institutional uses on the westerly 110m. Two of them
have not been developed and eight of them are required to farm the Backlands.

— Finance staff advise of the following:

— Annually, they contact the owners of the eight properties to verify their eligibility for tax
exemption, and conduct site visits to confirm that there is evidence of farming activity.

— For the purposes of the City’s Permissive Tax Exemption, any religious property within
the Policy area where staff have determined that the land is used for food production or
has been recently prepared for planting, will be given an exemption. The exemption is
only for the religious building and land used for religious purposes. The tax exemptions
do not include the Backlands.

— If the properties are not actively farmed, Council can withhold providing a tax
exemption.

— In 2015, all the eight properties were given the tax exemption.

— Most of the property owners initially made attempts to farm their Backlands but some of their
properties have been farmed intermittently or have limited farming activities.

— Some of the property owners grow farm products for their own consumption or for
community purposes.

— Most of the properties are farmed by volunteers who are not experienced farmers, and they
lack the financial or business capacity to achieve commercial-scale farming operations.

Options for a North - South Farm Road Access

The purpose of the proposed north-south farm road access along the Backlands is to divert farm
vehicles away from No. 5 Road, minimize potential traffic conflict between the general public
and farm users, and provide continuous connected vehicular farm access to facilitate farming.

The proposed potential farm road access can be achieved through a statutory right-of-way which
can be secured as part of a development application. Map 5 included in Attachment 5 shows
where the current opportunities are to secure the statutory right-of-way. For example:

— On the north side of the King Road allowance, all the properties, except for four properties at
8100 No. 5 Road, 8160 No. 5 Road, 8720 No. 5 Road and 9220 No. 5 Road have been
already rezoned to allow assembly uses on the westerly 110m, which limits the opportunity
to secure the statutory right-of-way.

— On the south side of the King Road allowance, there is potential to negotiate for a farm road
access through the following two active development applications:

1. 10060 No. 5 Road (Lingyen Mountain Temple): Staff are processing the Lingyen
Mountain Temple rezoning application at 10060 No. 5 Road, to require the applicant to
prepare an acceptable farm plan, register a restrictive covenant on title to ensure that it is
farmed, and provide a financial guarantee and a statutory right-of-way for a farm road

PH - 14
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access to connect their Backlands, with 9500 No. 5 Road and the City’s property to the
south at 10640 No. 5 Road.

2. 9500 No. 5 Road (the former Mylora Golf Course site): The applicant of the non-farm
use has proposed to remediate the Backlands and dedicate it to the City in exchange for
rezoning and subdivision of the westerly 110m portion. As the City will own the
Backlands, it is not necessary to secure a statutory right-of-way along the Backlands.

On the north side of King Road, as there currently is limited opportunity to establish continuous
farm road access, staff recommend that any Backland property owners who would like to obtain
development approvals from the City, on a case by case basis, will be required to register a
statutory right-of-way on the title in favour of the City for a future farm access road.

Below are the results of staff’s review of the following three farm access road location options:

1. Along the eastern edge of the Backlands (Recommended): Providing the farm access road
along the eastern edge (immediately west of the existing City’s Riparian Management Area to
the west of Highway 99) would allow a straight north / south farm road connection and would
mitigate potential conflicts between the institutional uses and agricultural activities. In the
future, if necessary, this potential farm road access could be connected to No. 5 Road by
improving the existing City east-west road allowances (i.e., Francis, King and William Road
allowances). The potential future farm access road along the eastern edge of the Backlands is
shown on Map 6 in Attachment 5.

2. Along the western edge of the Backlands (Not Recommended): staff do not recommend this
location as the existing zoning boundary is not straight (i.e., some of the institutional uses are
approved beyond the 110 m line) and some properties have already been rezoned to allow
institutional uses, so access road would have to be acquired; therefore, the feasibility of
creating a straight, efficient access road on the western edge of the Backlands is limited.

3. A combination of using the western Backland (110m line) and eastern property edges (Not
Recommended): this option will take more farmland away from farming and break up a
consolidated area that could be farmed.

Should Council support the above Recommended farm access road requirement, staff will
identify the appropriate statutory right-of-way and driving surface widths and standards for the
future farm access road. Preliminary discussions with the Transportation staff suggest that a 6m
wide driving surface could suffice. (Note that the proposed farm access road will be affected by
the proposed George Massey Tunnel (GMT) replacement bridge).

Options to Assemble Properties Along No. 5 Road To Create An Agricultural Green Zone

The No. 5 Road Backlands Agricultural Green Zone “Concept” simply means that the Backlands
are actively farmed, owned either privately or by the City, and provide either private or City farm
road access.

Since the adoption of the current No. 5 Road Backlands Policy No. 5037 (i.e., since the City
implemented the stricter approach), active farming in the backlands is adequately secured based
on detailed farm plans. There is limited farming activity on the properties which were rezoned in
the 1990s (i.e., subject to the previous Policy 5006), but the Permissive Tax Exemption shows
that, although somewhat limited, there is some farming activity on the majority of the properties.
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To achieve the Concept and more adequate farming of the Backlands, it is proposed that the City

encourage Backland owners who do not want to farm their Backlands, to either:

1. voluntarily donate their Backland to the City, as part of a development application review
process, so that it can be farmed (e.g., by the City, or leased by the City to someone who
agrees to farm it). This approach involves subdivision and legal public access to each site, to
ensure effective agricultural activity, City control and farm vehicle access. Negotiations
between the City and the owner would determine who builds and maintains the farm road
and/or remediates the site into a suitable state for farming or gardening. Such subdivision
and construction of farm road access would require the ALC’s approval. Real Estate staff
prefer that the City own Backland sites in fee simple and have formal farm vehicle access to
sites, to facilitate farming, or

2. Alternatively, if Backland owners do not wish to voluntarily donate their land to the City for
farming and vehicle access, the City could remove their burden by entering into various legal
agreements with the owners to secure the ability to actively farm the Backlands on behalf of
the owners and have adequate access to the Backlands. The ownership of the Backlands will
remain unchanged.

Staff recommend that dedication of the Backlands be negotiated on a case-by-case basis through
future development applications (e.g., 9500 No. 5 Road — former Mylora Golf Course site).

Parks staff advise that, if the City acquires Backland properties or enters into legal agreement to
farm the Backlands on behalf of the owners, Parks would maintain them and the land could be
made available for farming by a negotiated City’s Real Estate Services lease with others (e.g., a
farmer, community group, residents), as the case may be. These leased or dedicated lands could
support community gardens.

Parks staff already manage several existing community gardens (e.g., Terra Nova Rural Park, the
south foot of Gilbert Road, adjacent to the City’s Tree Nursery, King George Park, the Garrett
Wellness Centre, the Railway and Moncton intersection, Paulik Neighbourhood Park), as well as
the implementation of the Garden City Legacy Landscape Plan. As necessary, in the future, a
study proposal may be brought forward for consideration to better clarify, for the entire
Backlands, the potential for market and community farming and how to achieve it.

Subject Referral Site - Proposed Non-farm Use at 8100 No. 5 Road (AG14-657892)

As the applicant is willing to register a statutory right-of-way (approximately 6 m wide) over the
Backland for a farm access road, staff recommend that the application be supported as presented
to the Planning Committee on May 20, 2015 and be forwarded to the Agricultural Land
Commission. Should the ALC approve the application, there will be a requirement to register a
statutory right-of-way over the Backland, as a condition of the rezoning approval. The staff
report presented to the Planning Committee on May 20, 2015 is included in Attachment 7.

The Overall Vision for the No. 5 Road Backlands

Staff recommend that the current No. 5 Road Backland Policy be strengthened by:
1. Clarifying the Vision, as follows:
— For the Frontlands (the first 110 meters from No. 5 Road): Institutional uses.
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— For the Backlands (the remainder):
e Agricultural uses
e private or City ownership of the Backlands and the farm access road.
2. Clarifying Residential Uses:

— in the first 110 metres from No. 5 Road only ancillary residential uses to the institutional
uses may occur (e.g. caretaker, assembly worker dormitory; no congregate care, senior
housing, single family houses), and

—  in the Backlands, no residential uses are to occur at all.

3. Clarifying Backland Ownership and Farm Road Access:

Backland owners will have the option to either:

— farm Backlands (by themselves or someone else),

— dedicate the Backlands, or

— enter into legal agreements to grant the City or its designate the ability to access and farm
the Backlands on behalf of the owners.

4. Clarifying Backland Ownership Annual Farm Reporting Requirements:

To ensure that the Backlands are actively farmed, staff also recommend that Backland

owners be required to annually provide clear evidence that their Backlands are being farmed

in accordance with the approved farm plan. This requirement is being closely monitored as
part of the City’s Permissive Tax Exemption process.

This clarified Policy approach will provide the City with more opportunities to manage and
possibly consolidate the Backlands into more viable farm units.

As well, staff are recommending that the Policy be incorporated to the 2041 Official Community
Plan, to ensure that it is formally recognized by all as an important City land use policy.

Highway 99 Widening

As noted in the staff report dated September 28, 2015 to the General Purposes Committee on the
George Massey Tunnel Replacement (GMTR) project, the provincial project team had indicated
that they would need to acquire additional highway right-of-way from the adjacent properties
within the No. 5 Road Backlands Policy area, since the existing section of Highway 99 between
Blundell Road and Steveston Highway is much narrower than the corridor to the north. In order
to understand the potential impacts of the widening project on the No. 5 Road Backlands, staff
have continuously requested the provincial GMTR project team to provide detailed information
including the width of the required land acquisition, but they have not clarified the matter.

Subsequently, staff met with the George Massey Tunnel Replacement (GMTR) project team on
October 22, 2015, to discuss environmental issues related to the project. At that meeting, the
GMTR team indicated that the width of the land acquisition from the properties for the proposed
Highway 99 widening could be as much as 18 m. The GMTR project team also indicated that
the width of land acquisition may vary depending on the design of the Highway 99 widening and
options for the Steveston Interchange and potential Blundell Interchange. Provincial staff have
not provide detailed design drawings at the time of preparing this report.

As noted in the memo dated November 13, 2015 from the Director of Transportation, City staff
and Ministry of Transportation and Infrastructure staff with the GMTR project team met on
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ATTACHMENT 1

City of Richmond Policy Manual

Page 1 of 3 Adopted by Council: Mar. 27/00 POLICY 5037

File Ref: 4105-04 NO. 5 ROAD BACKLANDS POLICY

-POLICY 5037:
it is Council policy that:

1. The area outlined in bold lines as “Area Proposed for Public and Institutional Use” on the
accompanying plan dated 01/24/00 may be considered for non-farm use.

2. The types of non-farm use which may be considered are:
» “Assembly District” uses, and
» Certain “School / Public Use District” uses (i.e., public park, public recreation facility,
municipal works, health and safety measures, community use).

3. The amount of land on each property which may be developed for approved non-farm
uses is limited to the westerly 110 m (360.892 ft) for properties fronting onto No. 5 Road.

The remaining back land portion of each property shall be retained for farm use only.

4. Satisfactory sanitary sewage disposal is required as a condition of Development Permit
approval.
5. Continue to strive for a partnership approach, with back land owner prepared farm plans

to achieve farming, but allow for a limited infrastructure component (e.g., little or no
regional and on-site drainage, irrigation or access roads), where a full infrastructure
component is not practical.

6. The current moratorium on non-farm use approvals (initiated by the Land Commission
and adopted by Council in February, 1996) should be retained and may be lifted on an
individual lot basis for owners who:

a) prepare farm plans;

b) explore farm consolidation;

¢) commit to do any necessary on-site infrastructure improvements;

d) co-operate as necessary to remove constraints (e.g., required infrastructure) to
farming the back lands, in partnership with others; and

e) commit to legal requirements as may be stipulated by Council to achieve acceptable
land uses (e.g., farming the back lands).

f) undertake active farming of the back lands.

7. The following procedure will apply when considering applications for non-farm use and
Assembly District rezoning.
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City of Richmond Policy Manual

Page 2 of 3 : Adopted by Council: Mar. 27/00 POLICY 5037
File Ref: 4105-04 NO. 5 ROAD BACKLANDS POLICY :

‘ Approvals Procedure
Proponent applies to Clty and Commission for non-farm use approval.

Commission reviews proposal and may give approval in principle for non-farm use based
on the proponent:

e preparing an acceptable farm plan;

e entering into a restrictive covenant;

e providing a financial guarantee to farm; and

e agreeing to undertake active farming first

Proponent undertakes active farming based on the approved farm plan.

Commission gives final approval for non-farm use.

Proponent applies to City for rezoning of site to Assembly District (ASY).

City approves rezoning application after proponent meets all City requirements.

Amendments to the above policies

If either the City or the Land Commission intends to amend any of the above procedures, the
initiating party will advise the other party of this intent and seek comment on the proposed
amendments prior to concluding any approvals.

Co-ordination of review process

The City and the Commission will co-ordinate efforts when reviewing applications for non-farm

use, in order to ensure that the interests of each party are addressed. This co-ordinated effort
will be done prior to granting any approvals.

222141 PH - 22
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ATTACHMENT 2

City of Richmond Policy Manual

Page 1 of 1 Adopted by Council: Sept. 10/90 POLICY 5006

File Ref: 4105-00 NON-FARM USE ALONG THE NO. 5 ROAD CORRIDOR

POLICY 5006:

It is Council policy that:

The following five non-farm use and development criteria, for the area shaded grey and marked

as "Area Proposed for Public and Institutional Use" on the accompanying plan dated 06/28/90,

shall be used as the basis for evaluating non-farm use appeals to the Provincial Agricultural

Land Commission:

1. Limit the type of non-farm uses to "Assembly District" uses and certain "School/Public
Use District" uses (i.e. public park, public recreation facility, municipal works, health and
safety measures, community use).

2. Initially, limit the area which may be developed to the corridor between Blundell Road
and Steveston Highway.

3. Limit the amount of land on each property which may be developed to the front one-half.
The remaining half would be left for farm use.

4, Require that satisfactory sanitary sewage disposal be provided as a condition of
Development Permit approval.

5. Encourage property owners to develop rear portion of lots for allotment gardens, where
they do not intend to farm the land themselves.

(Urban Development Division)
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ATTACHMENT 3

City of Richmond

Policy Manual

Page 1 of 1

Adopted by Council: November 9, 1998

POLICY 5035

File Ref: 4105-00

NO. 5 ROAD BACKLANDS

POLICY 5035:

It is Council policy that:

For properties within the No. 5 Road Backlands:

(@)
(b)

()

Assembly District uses should continue to be considered,;

Continue to strive for a partnership approach, with Backland owner prepared farm plans
to achieve farming, but allow for a limited infrastructure component (e.g., little or no
regional and on-site drainage, irrigation or access roads), where a full infrastructure
component is not practical; '

The moratorium should be retained, but lifted on an individual iot basis for owners who:

(i)

(if)
(i)
(iv)

(v)

prepare farm plans;
explore farm land consolidation;

commit to do any necessary on-site infrastructure improvements;
co-operate as necessary to remove constraints (e.g required infrastructure) to

farming the backlands, in partnership with others; and

commit to legal requirements as may be stipulated by Council to achieve

acceptable land use (e.g. farming the backlands).

Refer to Policy 5006 for duplicate information.

(Urban Development Division)

79083 /4105-00
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ATTACHMENT 4

Chronology of Decisions on No. 5 Road Backlands

Richmond establishes its first Zoning Bylaw No. 1134
Richmond establishes its second Zoning Bylaw No. 1430
Province establishes the Agricultural Land Reserve

Richmond establishes its first Official Community Plan (OCP)
Richmond establishes its third Zoning Bylaw No. 5300
Richmond updates the OCP

Backland Policy Established (Policy 5006)

The Provincial Agricultural Land Commission (PALC) and Richmond Council
agrees to a policy which supports non-farm uses in the Agricultural Land Reserve
(ALR), specifically Assembly District (ASY) uses, in the No. 5 Road corridor (area
bounded by Blundell Road, Highway 99, Steveston Highway and No. 5 Road).

This policy:

e supported Assembly District (ASY) uses only within the westerly 110 m
(361 ft.) of the properties fronting onto No. 5 Road and

e required that the backlands be kept for farming.

After several Assembly District (ASY) proposals were approved, the PALC and
Council became concerned that the farming of the backlands was not occurring.

PALC proposed that:

e a study be undertaken to identify the barriers to farming and what needed to be
done to encourage and facilitate farming.

e amoratorium be put on new applications until:
e after the study was completed, and
e apolicy was developed and adopted by Council and the Commission.

Moratorium
Council agreed to PALC's proposal for a moratorium and study.

A consultant (Zbeetnoff Consulting) undertook and completed the study.

Planning Commiittee received the study report and directed that it be forwarded to
the key stakeholders for comment.
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1998 (April) (a) No. 5 Road Backlands Consultation

1998 (Aug.)

1998 (Sept.)

4765011

Staff submitted a report to Council containing the stakeholder comments and four
recommendations.

Council adopted two of the four recommendations, namely:

e That Council proceed to address the No. 5 Road backland agricultural and
development issues on a partnership basis with the land owners and to obtain
their commitment to do their part of the implementation process.

e That staff be directed to establish a consultation process with the No. 5 Road
Public Assembly Lands Improvement Group for the purpose of:

v communicating and co-ordinating Council decisions on the future of the
backlands and implementation of the Backlands Study findings and
conclusions;

v" discussing possible ways of addressing their issues; and

v" determining the form of commitments required from the Group in respect of
the provision of on-site infrastructure improvements (i.e., drainage,
irrigation, road, land assembly, tenure arrangements for lessees, agricultural
development plans, etc.).

(b) Martin Property

In addition to adopting the above recommendations, Council also passed a
resolution directing that a letter be written to the Commission supporting a request
from Mr. and Mrs. Del Martin that consideration be given to the lifting of the
moratorium on their property at 10320 No. 5 Road, provided that:

v" a farm plan was filed for the backlands, and

v’ a commitment to ensure that the land was actually farmed was obtained.

In response to Council's directives, staff prepared and sent a questionnaire to all

property owners in the No. 5 Road Backlands area, enquiring whether or not they

are prepared to:

e participate in a partnership approach to removing the barriers to the farming of
the backlands;

e commit in principle to providing required on-site improvements on their
properties; '

e commit in principle to undertaking the other required implementation actions,
which were suggested in the Backlands Study report;

e what the owners felt the next steps should be to achieve a successful solution to
the farming of the backlands; and

e affected property owners indicated that they are not interested in farming the
land.

Council endorsed a non-farm use application from the Richmond Christian School
for the Del Martin property.

PH - 28



October 26, 2015 -3-

This application will be decided by the Land Commission.

1998 (Oct.)  The Land Commission asked the City to comment on a proposal by the India
Cultural Centre (8600 No. 5 Road) to use their backland for turf farming.

Council passed a Resolution advising the Land Commission that they support the
India Cultural Centre's turf farm proposal.

1998 (Nov.) Revised Backlands Moratorium Policy (Policy 6035)
e Council adopts Policy 6035.

e This means that Council and the ALC agree to lift the moratorium on a site by
site basis if owners agree to meet certain farming conditions.

1999 (Mar.17) Richmond adopts a new OCP
2000 (Feb)  Current No. 5 Road Backlands Policy (Policy 5037)

Richmond Council considers a consolidated and clarified Revised Backlands
Moratorium policy.
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ATTACHMENT 7

City of

1
weay Richmond Report to Committee
To: Planning Committee Date: April 29, 2015
From: Wayne Craig File: AG14-657892

Director of Development

Re: Agricultural Land Reserve Appeal Application by Arul Migu Thurkadevi Hindu
Society of BC for Non-Farm Use at 8100 No. 5 Road

Staff Recommendation

That the application by Arul Migu Thurkadevi Hindu Society of BC for a non-farm use at
8100 No. 5 Road to develop a Hindu temple and off-street parking on the westerly 110m of the
site be endorsed and forwarded to the Agricultural Land Commission.

Waﬁ%ﬁtig e
Dirkttor ofﬂD’évelo
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April 29, 2015 -2- : AG 14-657892

Staff Report
Origin
Arul Migu Thurkadevi Hindu Society of BC has applied to the City of Richmond for an
Agricultural Land Reserve (ALR) non-farm use application for permission to develop a Hindu
temple and required off-street parking on the westerly 110 m of the site at 8100 No. 5 Road. The

site is currently occupied by a single family dwelling, which will be demolished. A location map
and an aerial photograph are included in Attachment 1.

Findings of Fact

A Development Application Data Sheet providing details of the development proposal 1s
contained in Attachment 2.

ALR Non-Farm Use Application Process

A non-farm use application requires consideration by Richmond City Council prior to being
forwarded to the Agricultural Land Commission (ALC) for consideration. Ifthe Council passes
a resolution in support, the non-farm use application will be forwarded to the ALC. Should
Richmond Council not grant approval of the non-farm use application, the application will not
proceed further. Once the application is forwarded to the ALC, it has the sole decision making
authority on the proposal. If approved, the application will be returned to the City for future
consideration of the application to rezone the westerly 110m of the site from “Agriculture
(AG1)” to “Assembly (ASY)".

Project Description

The subject site is 10,955 m* (2.7 acres) in area. Under the proposed land use plan,
approximately 40% of the site would be used by institutional use (i.e., the Hindu temple and
associated off-street parking) and 60% would be used for agriculture. The site area for
institutional uses is located within Council’s endorsed 110m limit for institutional uses on the
No.5 Road corridor. Details of the proposed agricultural plan are provided in the “Analysis”
section of this report.

The proposed temple building will be approximately 1,308.7 m? (14,087.1 ftz) in floor area. The
building will contain a worship hall, a multi-functional hall and ancillary uses on the ground
floor, and a 152.6 m” (1,643 ff*) dormitory containing two sleeping units on the second floor.
The proposed dormitory use is permitted under the “Assembly (ASY)” zone.

The multi-functional hall will front onto No. 5 Road and will be used for community support
services such as a gathering place for seniors, language, cultural and religious studies and a
dining hall after religious services. The main entrance to the worship hall is proposed on the east
side of the building, and parking areas are proposed around the building. Preliminary drawings
are provided in Attachment 3.

The pbroposed temple development would comply with the proposed “Assembly (ASY)” zoning
regulations, except for the proposed height for the decorative roof elements. The preliminary
drawings identify a variance to increase the height of the decorative roof elements from 12 m to

4521405
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14.8 m. Details of the requested variance will be further reviewed throtigh the forthcoming
Development Variance Permit application process. If approved by the ALC, a staff report for the
rezoning will be prepared for Council, and the Development Variance Permit application will be
reviewed by the Development Permit Panel. Staff will continue to work with the applicant to
refine the building design and reduce any potential building height variance should the
application proceed. '

Surrounding Developments

The subject site is surrounded by properties contained in the ALR.

To the North: The subject site abuts three properties to the north.

o To the northwest is the Richmond Chinese Evangelical Free Church with

associate parking area located at 8040 No. 5 Road, which is zoned “Assembly
- (ASY)”.

e The middle portion of the subject site abuts the rear portion of the site located
at 12180 Blundell Road, which is zoned “Agriculture (AG1)”. The site is also
owned by Richmond Chinese Evangelical Free Church and is occupied by a
single detached house. Currently, there are no farming activities occurring on
the site. ’

¢ To the northeast is the Fujian Evangelical Church located at 12200 Blundell
Road, which is zoned “Assembly (ASY)”.

To the East: The BC Muslim Association at 12300 Blundell Road containing temple-related
buildings and off-street parking. The entire site is zoned “Assembly (ASY)”.

To the South: A property owned by Thrangu Monastery Association at 8140 No. 5 Road
containing a temple building on a split-zoned property with “Assembly (ASY)”
on the westerly 110 m and “Agriculture (AG1)” on the remaining portion. Active
farming is undertaken on the back portion of the site in the form of an orchard.

To the West: Across No. 5 Road, “Agricultural (AG1)” zoned properties.

Related Policies & Studies

2041 Official Community Plan (OCP)

The westerly 110m of the subject site is designated “Community Institutional” in the 2041 OCP
and “Agriculture, Institutional and Public” in the McLennan Sub-Area Plan, and the remaining
portion is designated “Agriculture” in both plans. The proposal complies with the existing OCP
and Sub-Area Plan land use designation (Attachment 4).

No. 5 Road Backlands Policy

The original No. 5 Backlands Policy was approved by Council in 1990 and was revised on
March 27, 2000 (Attachment 5). The provision of this Policy allow for land uses permitted in
the “Assembly (ASY)” zoning district on the westerly 110m (361 ft.) of properties on
‘No. 5 Road and all proposals for lands subject to the Policy are required to enter into legal
agreements as deemed necessary to ensure active farming of the backlands. The proposal is
consistent with this Policy.

4521405
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Flood Plain Designation and Protection Bylaw 8204

The proposal must comply with the City’s Flood Plain Designation and Protection Bylaw 8204.
Registration of a Flood Plain Covenant on title will be required as part of the rezoning
application process.

Consultation

Agpricultural Advisory Committee {AAC)

The AAC reviewed the proposal at its meeting held on January 29, 2015 and passed the
following motion (Attachment 6):

That the non-farm use application for a new Hindu temple at 8100 No. 5 Road be Sﬁppor[@d«
subject to the following conditions:

1. Additional organic soil to be retained on the site as per the recommendations included in
the agrologist report;

2. The drainage tile to be a minimum of 4” in size and noi to have a sock; and

3. An alternative drainage plan 1o be brought forward for Committee’s review and commenis
if the City does not allow the site to connect to the City’s storm sewer system.

Carried Unanimously

Details of the agricultural plan and the revisions to address the AAC’s comments are described
in detail in the “Analysis” section of this report.

Analysis

Staff Comments

No significant concerns have been identified through the review of the non-farm use application.
As the majority of the subject site is designated as an Environmentally Sensitive Area (ESA) and
the proposed parking area would encroach onto the western portion of the ESA, an ESA
Development Permit will be required. Under the ESA Development Permit exemption criteria
specified in the 2041 OCP, agricultural activities would not be subject to the ESA Development
Permit requirements if the applicant provides information to demonstrate that the site will be
farmed by legitimate farmers. Further review will be conducted at the Development Permit stage
to determine the value of the ESA and appropriate compensation. The Development Permit
would be combined with the Development Variance Permit if the applicant wishes to continue to
pursue the variance for the increased height.

Agricultural Plan

The applicant has provided an agricultural plan prepared by a professional agrologist
(Attachment 7). The plan describes the agricultural capability of the site and provides a detailed
farm implementation plan. -

The congregation intends to grow a selection of vegetables and fruits on a small portion of the
agricultural land and plant approximately 815 blueberry trees, and donate farm products for

4521405
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charity or use them for community purposes and/or self-consumption. The operation of the farm
will be led by an established Richmond farmer who has extensive hands-on experience in
biodynamic farming and the members of the congregation with previous farming experience.

In order to increase agricultural capability of the subject site, the plan proposés a subsurface
drainage system, and salvage of topsoil from the proposed institutional portion of the site to be
spread evenly across the agricultural portion of the land.

The AAC was generally satisfied with the proposed agricultural plan but noted concerns
regarding the drainage system designed to discharge the subsurface drainage water into the
eastern portion of the ESA and infiltrate naturally into the ground if the City does not allow the
site to be connected to the City’s storm sewer system on No. 5 Road. The AAC noted that this
option may cause drainage issues for neighbouring properties, and requested that the applicant
confirm with the City’s Engineering staff if connection to the City’s storm sewer system on No.5
Road would be allowed. Also, the AAC requested that the minimum size of the subsurface
drainage pipe be 4 inches, which is typical for blueberry farming, and not be covered with a filter
sock (typically used to prevent clogging of perforated drainage pipes) as it is not suitable for
organic soil. :

In order to address the AAC concerns, the applicant has submitted a revised drainage plan and a
memo providing the following additional details (Attachment 8).

» The site will be connected to the City’s storm sewer system on No.5 Road. Since the City
does not allow groundwater to be discharged into the City’s storm sewer due to its high
iron content, the drainage design is revised to show that only surface water, not
groundwater, will be discharged to the City’s storm sewer system on No. 5 Road. The
revised plan also shows that field drainage will be by a ditch on the south property line
and site grading will direct surface water into the ditch and then into the main storm
sewer pipe under the proposed parking area.

e No filter sock will be attached to the subsurface drainage pipe as requested by the AAC.

o  Approximately 1,500 m® soil will be salvaged from the institutional portion of the site to
be spread over the agricultural area.

The memo and the revised plan were circulated to the AAC members by email for review and
comment, The AAC was generally satisfied with the revised plan and additional details provided
in the memo, but requested the applicant to increase the size of the main storm sewer pipe under
the parking area from 150 mm to 250 mm to prevent any potential flooding issues. The applicant
further revised the memo to indicate the size of the storm sewer pipe will be 250 mm.

The cost to implement the agricultural plan is estimated to be $59,925. Staff recommend that a
legal agreement and security be requirements of the forthcoming rezoning application process to
ensure the farm plan is implemented. The agreement will require confirmation that the
agricultural backlands are in full farm production, which must be verified by a report submitted
from the consulting agrologist prior to release of the security.

4521405
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Forthcoming Applications

If the ALR non-farm use application is approved, the following issues will be dealt with at the
future application stages:

e Rezoning Application

|24

Develop more detailed building plans

Review technical and servicing details and finalize all engineering and transportation
requirements including a 4-m land dedication along No.5 Road and infrastructure
upgrades '

Confirm compliance with the parking provisions in the Zoning Bylaw

Review details of the anticipated special events and parking management plan

Secure an appropriate legal agreement and bond to ensure that the agricultural
backlands will only be utilized for farm activities and the proposed agricultural plan is
implemented '

s ESA Development Permit Application

B

Review details of the existing vegetation and determine appropriate mitigation and
compensation measures

Develop detailed landscape plans

Finalize details of the landscape buffer between the proposed non-farm use and farm
use and secure a legal agreement to be registered on title that identifies that the on-site
agricultural landscape buffer to be implemented

Review details of a tree retention plan and determine appropriate replacement planting

o Development Variance Permit Application

a

Review details of the proposed height variance

The ESA Development Permit and Development Variance Permit would be processed
concurrently.

Financial Impact

None anticipated.

4521405
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Richmond
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City of

7. Richmond

Development Application Data Sheet

Development Applications Division

Address:

8100 No.5 Road

_ Aftachment 2 |

Applicant:

Arul Migu Thurkadevi Hindu Society of BC

Planning Area(s):

East Richmond — MqLennan Sub Area

. EXIstmg . Propoge_;l
Owner: Domenica Taddei & Al I\/Ilgu Thurkadevi Hindu
i Giuseppe Taddei Society of BC
2
Site Size (m*): 10,955 m> 10,790 m

(after 4m dedication)

LLand Uses:

A single detached house (to be
demolished)

Westerly 110m: Institutional
Remaining portion: Agriculture

Westerly 110m; Community

Designation:

OCP Designation (General): Institutional No change
Remaining: Agriculture
Westerly 110m; Agriculture,

McLennan Sub Area Plan Institutional and Public No change

Remaining: Agriculture

Zoning:

Agriculture (AG1)

Westerly 110m: Assembly (ASY)
Remaining: Agriculture (AG1)

Other Designations:

ESA (Old Fields and Shrublands)
designation on the entire
backlands and a portion of the
proposed parking area

ESA DP required
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ATTACHMENT 4

City of Richmond

Bylaw 8791

Land Use Map 2012/08/10
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ATTACHMENT 5

City of Richmond Policy Manual

Page 1 of 3 Adopted by Council: Mar. 27/00 | PoLICY 5037
File Ref: 4105-04 NO. 5 ROAD BACKLANDS POLICY | ‘

POLICY 5037:
It is Council policy that:

1. The area outlined in bold lines as “"Area Proposed for Public and Institutional Use” on the
accompanying plan dated 01/24/00 may be considered for non-farm use.

2. The types of non-farm use which may be considered are:
» “Assembly District” uses, and
» Certain “School / Public Use District’ uses (i.e., public park, public recreation facility,
municipal works, health and safety measures, community use).

3. The amount of land on each property which may be developed for approved non-farm
uses is limited to the westerly 110 m (360.822 ft) for properties fronting onto No. 5 Road.

The remaining back land portion of each property shall be retained for farm use only.

4, Satisfactory sanitary sewage disposal is required as a condition of Development Permit
approval. ) ‘
5. Continue to strive for a partnership approach, with back land owner prepared farm plans

to achieve farming, but allow for a limited infrastructure. component (e.g., little or no
regional and on-site drainage, irrigation or access roads), where a full infrastructure
component is not practical.

6. The current moratorium on non-farm use approvals (initiated by the Land Commission
and adopted by Council in February, 1996) should be retained and may be lifted on an
individual lot basis for owners who:

a) prepare farm plans;

b) explore farm consolidation; -

¢) commit to do any necessary on-site infrastructure improvements;

d) co-operate as necessary to remove constraints (e.g., required infrastructure) to
farming the back lands, in partnership with others; and

e) commit to legal requirements as may be stipulated by Council to achieve acceptable
land uses (e.g., farming the back lands).

f) undertake active farming of the back lands.

7. The following procedure will apply when considering applications for non-farm use and
Assembly District rezoning.

222141
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City of Richmond Policy Manual

Page 2 of 3 ’ Adopted by Council: Mar. 27/00 | l POLICY 5037

File Ref: 4105-04 NO. 5 ROAD BACKLANDS POLICY

l T U e E . Approvals:Procedure

Proponent apphes to Clty and Comm ission for non-farm use approvai
Commission reviews proposal and may give approval in principle for non-farm use based
on the proponent:

e preparing an acceptable farm plan;

o entering into a restrictive covenant;

¢ providing a financial guarantee to farm; and

s agreeing to undertake active farming first

Proponent undertakes active farming based on the approved farm plan.
Commission gives final approval for non-farm use.

Proponent applies to City for rezoning of site to Assembly District (ASY).

City approves rezoning application after proponent meets all City requirements.

Amendments to the above policies

If either the City or the Land Commission intends to amend any of the above procedures, the
initiating party will advise the other party of this intent and seek comment on the proposed
amendments prior to concluding any approvals.

Co-ordination of review process

The City and the Commission will co-ordinate efforts when reviewing applications for non-farm

use, in order to ensure that the interests of each party are addressed. This co-ordinated effort
will be done prior to granting any approvals.

222141

PH - 57




PH - 58



Attachment 6

, Excerpt from the Minutes from
The Agriculturail Advisory Commitiee Meeting
Thursday, January 29, 2015 - 7:00 p.m.

Anderson Room
Richmond City Hall

3. Development Proposal - ALR Non-Farm Use

Staff outlined the non-farm use proposal to develop a new Hindu temple at 8100 No. 5 Road.
Staff noted that the proposal is subject to the No. 5 Backlands Policy, which allows
institutional uses on the westerly 110m when the remaining portion is strictly used for
farming. Staff also indicated the proposal includes a height variance and will be subject to the
ESA DP requirement.

Committee had the following questions and comments:

@

4521405

In response to Committee’s query about the maximum building height, Staff
explained it is the requirement specified in the proposed “Assembly” zone.

Committee asked how the properties along No. 5 had been monitored to ensure the
property owners continue to farm the backlands and whether the restriction is
enforceable. Staff explained as restrictive covenants are registered on titles of the
most sites, it is enforceable. Staff also periodically check and receive complaints or
information from neighbours.

Discussion ensued with regard to fill issues in the ALR and Committee noted that any
illegal activities should be carefully monitored.

Committee also noted the importance of a “succession plan” to ensure that the
backlands are continued to be farmed by future owners. Community members
acknowledged that the agricultural plan is solid and provides a good amount of
details. Committee noted that, if the plan is followed through, it will be successful
and continuity over time is the key.

Committee invited the applicants to the table. The project architect, Matthew Cheng,
introduced himself and noted that other consultants, including the agrologist, was also
in attendance.

Comumittee requested further details of the proposed drainage tile and noted a 4”
drainage tile is typical for blueberry farming and no sock to be attached as it is not
good for organic soil.

PH - 59
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_2_

Committee expressed concerns about details of the proposed drainage plan. It was
noted that, if the City does not permit the site to be connected to the City’s storm

. sewer system it will likely become an issues for neighbouring sites.

Committee was glad to see soil will be recaptured and reused on the site rather than
brought from outside.

In response to Committee’s question about residential units in assembly buildings,
Staff noted that the use is often included in institutional developments as an accessory
use.

Committee also asked if there would be any parking issues. Staff noted that the
current proposal shows it meets the parking requirement. In reply to Committee’s
question about special event parking arrangement, the representative from the Hindu
society noted that they had secured an agreement with neighbours; in case of special
events, the neighbouring site could be used for additional parking.

As the farm is proposed be used for non-commercial purposes, it was suggested that
the congregation consider opportunities with other non-profit community group.

The following motion was passed:

That the non-farm use application for a new Hindu temple at 8100 No. 5 Road be
supported subject to the following conditions:

L

Additional organic soil to be retained on the site as per the recommendations
included in the agrologist report;

The drainage tile to be a minimum of 4” in size and not to have a sock; and

An alternative drainage plan to be brought forward for Committee’s review and
comments if the City does not allow the site to connect to the City’s storm sewer
system.

Carried Unanimously
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November 13,2015 v -2

3. Public Consultation re BC Hydro Transmission Line Relocation

As noted in the staff memorandum dated November 2, 2015 to Council regarding the initiation of
the public consultation process by BC Hydro, staff attended a small group meeting and part of a
public open house held in Richmond on November 5, 2015 to gather feedback on the three

alternatives for relocating the existing transmission line out of the tunnel (L.e., overhead,

underground or attached to the new bridge).

To date, the small group meetings in Richmond and Delta have typically registered three to five
participants with several of the attendees representing companies seeking business opportunities
related to the project. Approximately eight to ten people attended the open house in Richmond. BC
Hydro staff advise that attendees have been interested in further details of the GMTR project (e.g.,
number of lanes on the bridge) and, based on informal discussions, have indicated a preference for
an overhead transmission line crossing the Fraser River. Staffwill verify this finding by requesting
BC Hydro to share with the City any written feedback from the public regarding the three
alternatives.

As also noted in the above noted memorandum of November 2, 2015, a local newspaper notice
advising of the consultation opportunities in Richmond did not appear until November 4, 2015 as
the first notice (published October 30, 2015) included only the dates, locations and times of the
small group meetings and open houses in Delta. To compensate for the short notice to
Richmond residents, BC Hydro has extended the public consultation period and added a further
small group meeting in Richmond on November 16, 2015.

4, October 30, 2015 Presentation at Project Office in Ironwood Mall

The memorandum dated November 6, 2015 regarding the GMTR team’s update on the project at its
project office within the Ironwood Mall on October 30, 2015 included, as an attachment, a copy of
the presentation slides. Staff have since clarified that there were also display boards present. Staff
were originally provided with an electronic copy of the same display boards in May 2015 for
information and informal comment (Attachment 2). Staff were specifically requested by the project
team in their e-mail transmittal to refrain from distributing the material as indicated by the
watermark. The attached slides contain considerable technical details of the work being carried by
the project team at the time; a summary of the key content was conveyed to Council in past reports
and memoranda.

5. Mid Island Dike

At previous meetings, staff have advised the GMTR team of the City’s long-term flood
protection plan that would utilize Highway 99 as a mid island flood barrier or dike. While the
City recognizes that raising the Highway 99 road surface to the desired height of 4.7 m geodetic
may not be possible in all locations given fixed elevations of existing infrastructure, the City has
requested that the GMTR team identify project features that would also serve a diking purpose
where possible (e.g., higher centre median barrier) and present them to the City for review and
discussion.
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6. Highway 99 at Oak Street Bridge

As noted in a previous staff report, preliminary findings of field dé\ta_ collected by MoT1
regarding northbound morning peak period traffic volumes through the George Massey Tunnel
suggest that 60 per cent of the vehicles are destined for Richmond and of the 40 pel cent

_.continuing on to Vancouver, 30 per cent use the Oak Street Bridge. -

Given that a new 10-lane bridge may induce higher traffic volumes on Highway 99 into
Vancouver and MoTI analysis has indicated that the Oak Street-70™ Avenue intersection may be
a bottleneck in terms of traffic congestion, staff have reiterated a request that MoTI and City
staff from both Richmond and Vancouver meet to proactively identify potential measures (e.g.,
signal timing changes) that could be implemented to mitigate any impacts.

7. Backlands and ESA Policies of the City

. Staff have kept the GMTR team apprised of the current review of the City’s Backlands Policy
particularly with respect to the potential establishment of a farm access road and how any required
Highway 99 widening may impact adjacent properties and the location of the road. :

As the GMTR team noted that some private properties adjacent to the Highway 99 right-of-way that
may be impacted by the widening of the highway are designated by the City as Environmentally
Sensitive Aveas (ESAs), staff have provided an overview and clarification of the City’s ESA
policies. Staff stated that it is the City’s expectation that the GMTR project would respect and
address any requirements City’s Backlands and ESA policies, including any requirements
associated with Riparian Management Areas, which are designated on both sides of Highway 99.

8. Environmental Assessment (EA) Review Process

Following the release of the PDR, a Project Description will be prepared based on the PDR that will
be submitted to the Environmental Assessment Office (EAO) and initiate the EA review process.
The GMTR team has provided staff with the draft Application Information Requirements (DAIR)
for review and comment. The DAIR is essentially the table of contents for the project application to
the EAO that identifies the scope of issues to be addressed as part of the application. Staff will be
providing comments on the DATR to the GMTR team to ensure that it is comprehensive and reflects
Richmond-specific issues.-

9. Invitation to Tour of George Massey Tunnel

The GMTR team has extended an invitation to Council and City staff to participate in a tour of the
tunnel. The group would meet at the project office in Ironwood Mall and then proceed to the
control building. The tour itself would involve descending into the wind tunnels adjacent to the
travel lanes and walking the length of the tunnel and back (approximately two kilometres).
Appropriate clothing should be worn and protective equipment (hard hat, boots and safety vest) will
be required. The tour would take approximately three hours.

The GMTR team are flexible in scheduling a date and time depending on interest. If you are
interested, please let me know by November 20, 2015 so I may inform the project team accordingly.
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ATTACHMENT 9

Cﬁi"ﬁzy of | Malcolm D, Brodie
" V]
Richmond ayor

6911 No. 3 Road
Richmond, BC V6Y 2C1
Telephone; 604-276-4123
Fax No: 604-276-4332

A | www.richmoid.ca
October 15, 2015 ww.richmond.ca

The. Honourable Todd Stone Frank Leonard

Minister of Transportation and Infrastructure Chair, Provincial Agricultural Land Commission
PO Box 9055 Stn Prov Govt 133-4940 Canada Way

Victoria, BC V8W 9E2 Burnaby, BC V5G 4K6

Dear Minister Stone and Chair Leonard:
‘Re::  George Massey Tunnel Replacement Project and Widening of Highway 99

At its October13, 2015 meeting, Richmond City Council considered an update report on the George
Massey Tunnel Replacement (GMTR) project regarding potential property acquisition by the Ministry of
Transportation & Infrastructure (MoTT) on the west side of Highway 99 beyond the existing highway right-
of-way between Blundell Road and Steveston Highway in Richmond as the number of vehicle lanes along
this highway corridor may need to be increased as part of the GMTR project,

While adjacent properties on either side of Highway 99 in this corridor are within the Agricultural Land
“Reserve and zoned for agriculture, Gity staff have been informed by GMTR staff that based on input from
- the Agriculture Land Commission (ALC), the preference for any widening of the Highway 99 corridor is to
“occur on the west side as these lands are considered by the ALC as relatively less actively farmed.

Please note that the City’s No. 5 Road Backlands Policy (Attachment 1), which was approved by Council in
1990 and revised in 2000, requires land uses permitted in the “Assembly (ASY)” zoning district on the

. -westerly 110 m of properties fronting No. 5 Road and all proposals for lands subject to the Policy to enter
into legal agreements as deemed necessary to require farm activities on the backlands (i.e., remainder of the
property). As Council is desirous of enhancing farming on these properties, the City is concerned about the
* potential negative impacts to these backlands resulting from the widening of Highway 99.

' Moreover, a non-farm use application for expansion of the Richmond Jamea Mosque at 12300 Blundell
Road (located at the southwest quadrant of Blundell Road and Highway 99) was endorsed by Council on
November 24, 2014 and forwarded to the ALC for approval. The ALC subsequently approved the
application on June 23, 2015. This approval by ALC appears contradictory and should the GMTR
project proceed to acquire additional right-of-way from this site, the existing and proposed on-site
parking and circulation would be negatively impacted.

+ As the City'is currently reviewing and considering an update of the No. 5 Road Backlands Policy, the City
has the following requests:

-3

7 Richmond
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.

e May we have further details from MoTT on the potential land takings from these properties as
soon as possible in order to better understand the potential impacts to the No. 5 Road backlands
as well as its general policy?

e Can the ALC clarify its rationale for preferring any widening of Highway 99 to occur on the west
. side and reconcile this position with its recent approval of the non-farm use application for an
expansion of the Richmond Jamea Mosque at 12300 Blundell Road?

e Can MoTT and the ALC ensure that the City will be fully engaged in any detailed discussions
regarding the use of ALR lands in Richmond for the GMTR project?

Further, as Council remain extremely concerned about the lack of details on the upcoming planned bridge
and highway improvements, I wish to reiterate the written requests made to Minister Stone in my letter
dated July 8, 2015 regarding the GMTR initiative:
e May we have a'draft copy of the Project Definition Report as soon as possible? There needs to be
sufficient time for Richmond City Council to review and comment on the Report before it is

finalized later this year.

e May we have your advice regarding the Ministry’s plan on the funding strategy for the
construction and operation of the new bridge?

e May we have the latest position on the future of the existing tunnel.

The full involvement of and the timely sharing of the above information with the City of Richmond would
help ensure that the GMTR project addresses any issues or concerns raised by our community.

I'look forward to your reply.

Yourg truly, A

Malcolm D. B
Mayor

Att. 1

pc:  John Yap, MLA — Richmond-Steveston
Teresa Wat, ML.A — Richmond Centre
Linda Reid, MLLA — Richmond East
Members of Council
SMT
Victor Wei — Director, Transportation
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City of Richmond Policy Manual

Page 1 of 3 Adopted by Council: Mar, 27/00 " POLICY 5037
File Ref: 4105-04 NO. 5 ROAD BACKLANDS POLICY
POLICY 5037:

It is Council policy that: ‘

1. The area outlined in bold lines as “Area Proposed for Public and Institutional Use” on the
accompanying plan dated 01/24/00 may be considered for non-farm use.

2. The types of non-farm use which may be considered are:
> “Assembly District” uses, and
» Certain “School / Public Use District” uses (i.e., public park, public recreation facility,
municipal works, health and safety measures, community use).

3. The amount of land on each property which may be developed for approved non-farm uses is
limited to the westerly 110 m (360.892 ft) for properties fronting onto No. 5 Road.

The remaining back land portion of each property shall be retained for farm use only.
4. Satisfactory sanitary sewage disposal is required as a condition of Development Permit approval.

5. Continue to strive for a partnership approach, with back land owner prepared farm plans to
achieve farming, but allow for a limited infrastructure component (e.g., little or no regional and
on-site drainage, irrigation or access roads), where a full infrastructure component is not practical.

6. The current moratorium on non-farm use approvals (initiated by the Land Commission and
adopted by Council in February, 1996) should be retained and may be lifted on an individual lot
basis for owners who:

a) prepare farm plans;

b) explore farm consolidation;

¢) commit to do any necessary on-site infrastructure improvements;

d) co-operate as necessary to remove constraints (e.g., required infrastructure) to farming the
back lands, in partnership with others; and

e) commit to legal requirements as may be stipulated by Council to achieve acceptable land uses
(e.g., farming the back lands).

f) undertake active farming of the baclk lands.

7. - The following procedure will apply when considering applications for non-farm use and
Assembly District rezoning, '

4759167
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City of Richmond Policy Manual

Page 2 of 3 Adopted by Council: Mar. 27/00 POLICY 5037

File Ref: 4105-04 - | NO. 5 ROAD BACKLANDS POLICY

R ’Approvals Procedure =
Proponent applies to City and Commlssmn for non-farm use approval
Commission reviews proposal and may give approval in principle for non-farm use based on the
proponent:

e preparing an acceptable farm plan;

e entering into a restrictive covenant;

e providing a financial guarantee to farm; and

e agreeing to undertake active farming first

| Proponent undertakes active farming based on the approved farm plan,

Commission gives final approval for non-farm use,

Proponent applies to City for rezoning of site to Assembly District (ASY).

City approves rezoning application after proponent meets all City requirements.

Amendments to the above policies

If either the City or the Land Commission intends to amend any of the above procedures, the initiating
party will advise the other party of this intent and seek comment on the proposed amendments prior to
concluding any approvals.

Co-ordination of review process
The City and the Commission will co-ordinate efforts when reviewing applications for non-farm use, in

order to ensure that the interests of each party are addressed. This co-ordinated effort will be done prior
to granting any approvals.

4759167
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Policy Manual
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POLICY 5037

File Ref: 4105-04

NO. 5 ROAD BACKLANDS POLICY
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s\84% Richmond Bylaw 9506

Richmond Official Community Plan Bylaw 9000
Amendment Bylaw 9506
(No. 5 Road Backlands Policy)

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

L.

4823256

Richmond Official Community Plan Bylaw 9000 is amended by adding the following text
to Section 7.0 Agriculture and Food:

7.3. No. 5 Road Backlands Policy
OVERVIEW:

Since 1990, the City and the Agricultural Land Commission (ALC) have agreed that, within
the Agricultural Land Reserve (ALR), there shall be a unique area called “No. 5 Road
Backlands Policy Area” as shown on the attached No. 5 Road Backlands Policy Area Map.

The purpose of the Policy is to allow Community Institutional uses on the westerly 110m
(“Frontlands™) of the properties located on the east side of No. 5 Road between Blundell
Road and Steveston Highway (the area outlined in bold lines on the No. 5 Road Backlands
Policy Area Map), if the remaining portions (“Backlands”) are actively farmed.

OBJECTIVE:

Community Institutional uses may be permitted in the Frontlands if the Backlands are
actively farmed.

POLICIES:

a) The types of uses which may be considered in the Frontlands are those consistent with
the Community Institutional land use definition contained in the 2041 Official
Community Plan (the “OCP”) to be considered and approved by the City and the
Agricultural Land Commission through the necessary land use approval process.

b) In the Frontlands, clearly ancillary uses (e.g., dormitory) to the principal Community
Institutional uses are allowed, but principal residential uses (e.g., congregate housing,
community care facility, multi-family housing) are not allowed.

¢) Property owners who do not intend to farm the Backlands themselves are encouraged to,
either lease them to a farmer, dedicate their Backlands to the City or enter into legal
agreements with the City to allow the City or the City’s designate to access and farm the
Backlands.
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Bylaw 9506 Page 2

d)

e)

g)

The City will continue to strive for a partnership approach with property owners to
achieve farming of the Backlands (e.g., based on the approved farm plans).

In the Backlands, a limited infrastructure component (e.g., little or no regional and on-
site drainage, irrigation or farm access roads) could be allowed, where a full
infrastructure component is not practical.

In the Frontlands, satisfactory sanitary sewage disposal is required as a condition of non-
farm use or rezoning approval.

Applicants shall submit the necessary reports to the City to achieve farming with all
costs to implement works associated with an approved farm plan to be paid by the
applicant.

Development Application Procedure and Requirements

=

b)

d)

All proposals for Community Institutional development are subject to City and ALC
approval through the necessary development application process to be reviewed on a
case-by-case basis and in accordance with the OCP.

Consideration of Community Institutional development in the Frontlands is generally
subject to:

i.  Submission and approval of an ALR Non-Farm Use application that is
required to be endorsed by the City prior to being considered by the ALC. If
the City endorses the ALR Non-Farm Use application, it will be forwarded to
the ALC for consideration.

ii.  Pending the outcome of the ALR Non-Farm Use application, a rezoning
application will also be required and subject to the required statutory process.

iii.  Other Development Applications (i.e., Environmentally Sensitive Area
Development Permit, Development Variance Permit) may also be required
based on the proposal or site context.

In certain cases, a rezoning application will not be required following approval of an
ALR Non-Farm Use application. Under these circumstances, any specific
requirements to be secured through the ALR non-farm use application are to be
confirmed through the necessary resolution of Council upon consideration of the
application,

In considering development proposals (i.e., ALR Non-Farm Use applications or
rezoning application) in the No. 5 Road Backlands Policy area, the City requires the
applicants to:
i.  Prepare farm plans with access;

ii.  Explore farm consolidation;

iii. Commit to do any necessary on-site infrastructure improvements;

iv.  Co-operate as necessary to remove constraints (e.g., required infrastructure) to

farming the Backlands, in partnership with others;
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v.  Commit to legal requirements as may be stipulated by Council to achieve
acceptable land uses (e.g., farming the Backlands); .
vi.  Provide financial security to ensure the approved farm plan is implemented;
vii.  Undertake active farming of the Backlands;

viii.  Register a statutory right-of-way on title for a future farm access road along
the eastern edge of the property along the Backlands, to the satisfaction of the
Director of Development; and

ix.  Comply with such other considerations or requirements by Council.

Reporting requirements

a) All property owners who are required to farm the Backlands must, in a form
acceptable to the City, report to the City on a yearly basis regarding the current status
of the farm by providing clear evidence (e.g., detailed description of the farming
activities conducted in the Backlands, photos, farm tax records) that the Backlands
are actively being farmed in accordance with the approved farm plans, to Council and
the ALC’s satisfaction.

Amendments to the above policies

a) Amendments to these policies in the 2041 OCP is subject to the required statutory
process, which will include consultation between the City, ALC and other
stakeholders as deemed necessary.

Co-ordination of review process

a) The City and the ALC will co-ordinate efforts when reviewing applications for ALR
non-farm use and subsequent rezoning applications, in order to ensure that the
interests of each party are addressed. This co-ordinated effort will be done prior to
granting any approvals.

2. This Bylaw may be cited as “Richmond Official Community Plan Bylaw 9000,

Amendment Bylaw 9506”.
—RFPROVED ]
PUBLIC HEARING 7
"

SECOND READING [ APPROUED |

. or Solicitor
THIRD READING N2
ADOPTED

MAYOR CORPORATE OFFICER
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.Ity of Report to Committee
|Chm0nd Planning and Development Division

To: Planning Committee Date: December 3, 2015

From: Wayne Craig File:  ZT 15-708370
Director, Development

Re: Application by GBL Architects Inc. for a Zoning Text Amendment to the “High
Rise Office Commercial (ZC33) - (City Centre)” Zone for the Property at 8477
Bridgeport Road

Staff Recommendation

That Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500, Amendment Bylaw 9507, for a Zoning Text Amendment to
the “High Rise Office Commercial (ZC33) - (City Centre)” zone to allow vehicle sale/rental as a
permitted secondary use on the property at 8477 Bridgeport Road, be introduced and given first
reading.

et
&

Waye Cr;gi/g
Director; Develepment

T
Wb~
Att.

REPORT CONCURRENCE

CONCURRENCE OF GENERAL MANAGER
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/
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Staff Report
Origin
GBL Architects Inc. has applied to the City of Richmond for a Zoning Text Amendment to
amend the “High Rise Office Commercial (ZC33) - (City Centre)” zone to allow limited vehicle

sale/rental as a permitted secondary use on the property at 8477 Bridgeport Road
(Attachments 1 and 2).

Findings of Fact

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

Surrounding Development

Surrounding development is as follows:

e To the north, west and east: Across West Road, River Road and the future River Road
extension, are vacant properties zoned “Light Industrial (IL)”, including 9.29 ha of land and
approximately 6.0 ha of foreshore area that is currently under application for a large multi-

phase development with retail, entertainment, office, hotel, conference centre and park uses
(RZ 12-598104).

e To the east: Across West Road, two-storey industrial building on property zoned “Light
Industrial (IL)”.

e To the south: Across Bridgeport Road, are a number of properties under Land Use Contract
126, containing a vacant one-storey building, a one-storey restaurant building, a two-storey
strata titled office building, and a number of surface parking lots. A rezoning application is
currently under staff consideration for a high-rise development on the lands between
Bridgeport Road, No. 3 Road and Sea Island Way (RZ 13-628557).

Background

In July, 2015, the City approved the original rezoning (RZ 12-605272) and Development Permit
(DP 12-624180) for a high rise commercial development on the subject site. The development
includes general retail, restaurant and office uses and a 100-room hotel. The permitted FAR 1is
3.0 (19,882 m?) and the building height is 47 m geodetic maximum. The form of development
includes three (3) towers of 9, 12 and 14-storey building height with a common five-storey
podium.

Subsequent to Council approving the Rezoning and Development Permit for the development, a
business has expressed interest in locating in one of the ground floor commercial units facing
Bridgeport Road to operate a showroom for the display and sale of luxury cars (Attachment 2).
To allow for this, the owner has submitted the subject Zoning Text Amendment application.
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Related Policies & Studies
Official Community Plan (OCP)

The proposed Zoning Text Amendment is consistent with the City’s Official Community Plan
and the City Centre Area Plan.

The Specific Land Use Map: Bridgeport Village (2031) designates the site as “Urban Centre TS
(45m)” with a number of identified permitted uses and accessory uses. Automobile oriented uses
are explicitly discouraged in the General Urban (T5) area, including the outdoor sales,
maintenance and storage of motor vehicles.

However, the proposal complies with the intent of the CCAP by limiting the proposed land use
to a secondary permitted use within a larger development, limiting the secondary land use to
vehicle sale/rental only, limiting the area to the commercial unit size, and requiring the land use
to be contained within the building. Outdoor vehicle sale/rental, maintenance services and
outdoor storage of vehicles will be prohibited.

Consultation

The applicant has confirmed that a Zoning Text Amendment sign describing the proposal has
been installed on the subject site and the statutory Public Hearing will provide local property
owners and other interested parties with an opportunity to comment. At the time of writing this
report, no public correspondence was received regarding the application.

Consultation with Ministry of Transportation & Infrastructure (MOTTI) is required due to the
proximity of Bridgeport Road, a roadway under Provincial jurisdiction. The proposal has been
reviewed with MOTI staff on a preliminary basis and final MOTI approval is required prior to
zoning text amendment adoption.

Analysis

Text Amendment to the “High Rise Office Commercial (ZC33) - (City Centre)” Zone

The ZC33 zone is proposed to be amended to allow limited vehicle sale/rental in the approved
mixed-use development under construction.

In the zoning bylaw, “vehicle sale/rental” is a defined land use that “means a facility for the retail
sale or rental of new or used automobiles, motorcycles, snowmobiles, tent trailers, boats, travel
trailers or similar light recreational vehicles, together with incidental maintenance services and
sales of parts, and includes automobile dealerships but does not include dealerships for the sale
of trucks with a gross vehicle weight of more than 4,100.0 kg, the sale of motor homes with a
gross vehicle weight rating of more than 5,500.0 kg or a length greater than 6.7 m, or truck and
manufactured home sales/rentals.”
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The Zoning Text Amendment includes inserting “vehicle sale/rental” in the “secondary uses”
section of the ZC33 zone along with a new clause in the “other regulations” section of the ZC33
zone to:

o limit vehicle sale/rental to the property at 8477 Bridgeport Road only;

e limit vehicle sale/rental, display and storage to an interior area of no more than 400 m*
(4,305 ft*) inclusive; and

o prohibit maintenance services, sales of automotive parts and the outdoor storage of vehicles
for sale/rental.

Built Form and Architectural Character

The architectural character of the development under construction was approved by Council on
July 27,2015 (DP 12-624180). The proposed use is limited to an interior commercial unit
(Attachment 2). There will be no impact to the approved site plan, building or landscape design.

Financial Impact or Economic Impact

None.
Conclusion

The proposed Zoning Text Amendment to the “High Rise Office Commercial (ZC33) - (City
Centre)” zone to allow limited vehicle sale/rental as a permitted secondary use in a commercial
unit on the property at 8477 Bridgeport Road is consistent with the purpose of the zone and
complies with the land use designations outlined within the Official Community Plan (OCP) and
the City Centre Area Plan. '

It is recommended that Zoning Bylaw 8500, Amendment Bylaw 9507 be introduced and given
first reading.

Sara Badyal, RPP
Planner 2
(604-276-4282)

SB:irg
Prior to final adoption of Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500, Amendment Bylaw 9507, Provincial

Ministry of Transportation & Infrastructure (MOTI) approval is required.

Attachment 1. Location Map and Aerial Photo
Attachment 2: Development Ground Floor Plan
Attachment 3: Development Application Data Sheet
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ST AN |
Ny Development Application Data Sheet
29848 Richmond P PP

Development Applications Department

ZT 15-708370 Attachment 3

Address:

8477 Bridgeport Road

Applicant:

GBL Architects Inc.

Planning Area(s):

Bridgeport Village (City Centre)

Development Policy:

l Existing | Proposed

Owner: Internatlcl)_r;(?l ;’;édgc(éggtgje£1132ropenles No change
Site Size (mz): 6628.3 m? No change
Land Uses: Vacant No change
OCP Designation: Commercial Complies
Area Plan Designation: Urban Centre T5 (45m) Complies
Aircrait Noise Sensitive Area 1a Restricted Area Complies

Zoning:

High Rise Office Commercial (ZC33) -
(City Centre)

Amended to include limited indoor
vehicle sale/rental

Number of Units:

19,882 m? development includes:
7,593 m? 100-room hotel

9,066 m?2 office space

3,223 m? commercial space

Remains the same

ZC33 Requirement
Max. 3.0 including Village Centre

Proposed ZC33 Requirement

Floor Area Ratio: bonus: Remains the same
Min. 1.0 office
Lot Coverage — Building Max. 90% Remains the same

Setbacks - Public Road

Min. 1.7 m at grade
Min. 0.1 m above

Remains the same

Height

Max. 47 m geodetic

Remains the same
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a2 Richmond Bylaw 9507

Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500
Amendment Bylaw 9507 (ZT 15-708370)
8477 Bridgeport Road

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

1. Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500, as amended, is further amended by:
a. Déleting section 22.33.3 and substituting the following:
“22.33.3 Secondary Uses
o vehicle sale/rental”
b. Inserting the following into section 22.33.10 (Other Regulations):

‘3. Vehicle salefrental is limited to an indoor area to a maximum of 400 m? and to the
following site only:
8477 Bridgeport Road
P.1.D. 029-611-598
Lot 1 Section 21 Block 5 North Range 6 West New Westminster District Plan EPP37734
4. For the purposes of this zone, vehicle sale/rental is limited to the sale, rental, display
and storage of automobiles inside a building and the following uses are prohibited:

vehicle maintenance services, sales of automotive parts, outdoor storage of vehicles for
sale, and outdoor storage of vehicles for rental.”

2. This Bylaw may be cited as “Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500, Amendment Bylaw 9507”.

FIRST READING AN 2 5 206

CITY OF
RICHMOND

PUBLIC HEARING

APPROVED
by

2

SECOND READING

THIRD READING

APPROVED
by Director
or Solicitor

s

MINISTRY OF TRANSPORTATION AND
INFRASTRUCTURE APPROVAL

ADOPTED

MAYOR CORPORATE OFFICER
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Q0 C!ty of Report to Committee
PO N Richmond Planning and Development Division

To: Planning Committee Date: December 16, 20’15

From: Wayne Craig File: RZ 15-692244
Director, Development

Re: Application by Chi Kuen Yeung and Cardison Chun Kik Yeung for Rezoning at
7400/7420 Schaefer Avenue from “Two-Unit Dwellings (RD1)” to “Single
Detached (RS2/K)”

Staff Recommendation

That Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500, Amendment Bylaw 9511, for the rezoning of 7400/7420
Schaefer Avenue from “Two-Unit Dwellings (RD1)” to “Single Detached (RS2/K)”, be
introduced and given first reading.

%

e

Wayné Craig 7~
Director, Development
WCel
Att. N
REPORT CONCURRENCE
ROUTED TO: CONCURRENCE CONCURRENCE OF GENERAL MANAGER

Affordable Housing Iﬂ/ M__

/
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Staff Report
Origin
Chi Kuen Yeung and Cardison Chun Kik Yeung have applied to the City of Richmond for
permission to rezone the property at 7400/7420 Schaefer Avenue from the “Two-Unit Dwellings

(RD1)” zone to the “Single Detached (RS2/K)” zone, to permit the property to be subdivided to
create two (2) lots (Attachment 1). A survey of the subject site is included in Attachment 2.

Findings of Fact

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

Surrounding Development
Deveiopment immediately surrounding the subject site is as follows:

To the north, immediately across Schaefer Avenue are dwellings on lots zoned “Single Detached
(RS1/E)”.

To the South is a dwelling on a lot zoned “Single Detached (RS1/E)”, which fronts Schaefer
Gate.

To the East 1s a dwelling on a lot zoned “Single Detached (RS1/E)”.

To the West, immediately across Schaefer Gate, is a dwelling on a lot zoned “Single Detached
(RS1/E)”. '

Related Policies & Studies
Official Community Plan/Zoning Bylaw 8500

The Official Community Plan (OCP) land use designation for the subject property is
“Neighbourhood Residential”. The redevelopment proposal at the subject site is consistent with
this designation. '

This rezoning application is also consistent with the amendment procedures contained in Section
2.3 of Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500, which indicates that rezoning applications may be
considered to permit the subdivision of a lot containing a duplex into no more than two (2)
single-family lots. Each lot proposed at the subject site will be approximately 12 m (40 ft) wide
and approximately 450 m” (4,860 ft*) in area.

Floodplain Management Implementation Strategy

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

A rezoning sign has been installed on the subject property. In response to the sign, staff has
received a total of:

Seven (7) pieces of correspondence in opposition to the proposal and one (1) piece of
correspondence from a member of the public who is uncertain about their position on the
proposal (Attachment 4);

One (1) phone call citing concerns about protection of mature trees on the subject site;
and,

Two (2) phone calls with general questions about the application.

The nature of concerns expressed by residents is:

Recent land use violations and suspected criminal activity at the subject site (e.g. illegal
suites, police incidents), resulting in a perceived decline in the security and quality of the
neighbourhood.

Traffic and parking problems resulting from the number of tenants residing at the subject
site and concern that these problems will increase with the proposed development.
Potential removal of mature trees.

Disruption of a quiet neighbourhood, and concern that the proposed lot widths at the
subject site will change the appearance of the neighbourhood and set a precedent for
additional rezoning and subdivision proposals.

In response to the concerns regarding illegal suites, traffic, and parking, Community Bylaws
Department and Transportation Department staff have provided the following information:

An investigation of the subject site by staff in the Community Bylaws Department was

conducted in July of 2015, which confirmed the presence of illegal suites. A follow-up
inspection of the subject site was conducted on October 30, 2015, which confirmed that
the illegal suites have been removed and that the building has been restored to a duplex.
The City has not received any further complaints regarding illegal suites at the property.

City staff have not received any recent reports of traffic or parking concerns in this
neighbourhood.

The proposed development exceeds the Zoning Bylaw requirements of two (2) on-site
vehicle parking spaces per lot, as it includes one (1) additional vehicle parking space on
the lot that is to contain the secondary suite. As a result, the proposed two (2) single-
family lots are expected to have minimal traffic impact on the surrounding road system.

The proposed development will utilize the two (2) existing driveway crossings, which
comply with the provisions of Residential Lot (Vehicular) Access Regulation Bylaw No.
7222.

Staff in the City’s Transportation Department will monitor this location particularly once
the construction of the new homes is completed for any changes to the parking conditions
and traffic operations. '

With respect to concerns about tree protection and removal, the applicant has provided a
Certified Arborist’s Report that assesses on and off-site trees on the basis of their condition and

4846602
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as 1t relates to the development proposal. The Report submitted by the applicant has been
reviewed by City staff and comments are described in the “Analysis” section of this staff report.

As 1t relates to the concerns about future rezoning and subdivision applications in this
neighbourhood, the following information is provided:

¢ The subject site contains an existing duplex and is located in an established residential
neighbourhood that has seen limited redevelopment through rezoning and subdivision in
recent years. This development proposal is consistent with the amendment provisions of
Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500 as it involves a rezoning application on a site containing a
duplex and that is intended to be subdivided into no more than two (2) lots. The potential
exists for other duplex lots to redevelop in a similar manner. No policy exists within this
neighbourhood to support the rezoning and subdivision of lots that do not contain a
duplex.

¢ The lot widths in the immediate surrounding neighbourhood range from approximately
15 m to 24 m in width. The proposal at the subject site would permit a subdivision to
create a west lot of approximately 13 m in width and an east lot of approximately 12 m in
width.

Should the Planning Committee endorse this application and should Council grant 1* reading to
the rezoning bylaw, the standard Notice of Public Hearing will be sent to all residents and
property owners of land within 50 m of the subject site.

Analysis .
Conceptual development plans

The applicant has submitted conceptual plans showing:

e The proposed architectural elevations of the dwellings along Schaefer Avenue and along
Schaefer Gate; and

e The proposed landscaping of the front yard and exterior side yard on the corner lot
(Attachment 5).

The proposed elevation and landscape plans respond to the City’s urban design objectives by
providing an articulated and visually interesting facade along Schaefer Gate, and by enhancing
the front and exterior side yard with a variety of evergreen shrubs (e.g. ferns, rhododendron,
azalea, boxwood).

Prior to final adoption of the rezoning bylaw, the applicant is required to register a restrictive
covenant on title specifying that the Building Permit application and ensuing development at the
subject site must be generally consistent with the plans included in Attachment 5. Plans
submitted at Building Permit application stage must comply with all City regulations. The
Building Permit application process includes coordination between Building Approvals and
Planning staff to ensure that the covenant is adhered to.

Vehicle access to the proposed lots is to be maintained at the existing driveway crossing
locations. The driveway crossing to the proposed corner lot is to be along the south property line
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off Schaefer Gate, and the driveway crossing to the proposed east lot is to be along the east
property line off Schaefer Avenue. The existing driveway crossings are required to be upgraded
to meet current City standard at development stage.

Tree Retention and Replacement

A Certified Arborist’s Report was submitted by the applicant, which identifies tree species,
-assesses their structure and condition, and provides recommendations on tree retention and
removal relative to the proposed development. The Report assesses the following bylaw-sized
trees:

o four (4) trees on the subject site (Trees # 86, 88, §9, 90);
e one (1) tree on the shared lot line with City property along Schaefer Gate (Tree # 87);

o one (1) tree within the boulevard along Schaefer Avenue on City-owned property (Tree #
85); and

* one (1) tree on the shared lot line with City property at 7440 Schaefer Avenue (Tree A).

The City’s Tree Preservation Coordinator and Parks Department staff have reviewed the
Arborist’s Report, conducted visual tree assessment, and concur with the Arborist’s
recommendations to:

e Retain Trees # 87, 88, and 89 along Schaefer Gate, which are in moderate to good
condition; ~

o Retain Trees # 85 and Tree A along Schaefer Avenue, which are in moderate to good
condition;

o Remove Tree # 86 at the northwest corner of the site along Schaefer Gate due to poor
form and condition (i.e., historically topped with weak attachments below decaying
topping cuts); and

e Remove Tree #90 in the rear yard due to conflict with the proposed detached garage on
the proposed corner lot. :

The proposed Tree Retention Plan is shown in Attachment 6.

To ensure that Trees # 85, 87, 88, 89 and Tree A are protected at development stage, the
applicant is required to complete the following items prior to final adoption of the rezoning
bylaw:

» Submission of a contract with a Certified Arborist for supervision of all works conducted
within or in close proximity to tree protection zones. The contract must include the scope
of work required, the number of proposed monitoring inspections at specified stages of
construction, any special measures required to ensure tree protection (e.g. pruning etc.),
and a provision for the Arborist to submit a post-construction impact assessment report to
the City for review.

e Submission of a survival security in the amount of $15,000.00. The security will not be
released until an acceptable impact assessment report by the Certified Arborist is
submitted and a landscaping inspection has been passed by City staff. The City will
release 90% of the security after construction and landscaping on-site has been completed
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and inspected, and the remaining 10% of the security retained for a 1-year maintenance
period to ensure that the trees have survived.

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

For the removal of Trees # 86 and 90, the OCP tree replacement ratio goal of 2:1 requires four
(4) replacement trees to be planted and maintained on the proposed lots. The preliminary
Landscape Plan included in Attachment 5 shows that three (3) trees are proposed in the front
yard of the proposed corner lot (i.e., Japanese Maple, Dogwood, Cherry). In addition, the
applicant has agreed to plant and maintain one (1) replacement tree on the proposed east lot.

To ensure that the four (4) replacement trees are planted on-site at development stage, the
applicant is required to submit the following landscaping security prior to final adoption of the
rezoning bylaw:

e asecurity in the amount of 100% of the cost estimate provided by the Landscape
Architect for the works in the front yard and exterior side yard on the proposed corner lot
(including installation, trees, soft and hard surfaces); and

e asecurity in the amount of $500.00 for the one (1) replacement tree on the proposed east
lot.

Note: The securities will not be released until a landscaping inspection has been passed by
City staff after construction and landscaping has been completed. The City may retain a
portion of the securities for a 1-year maintenance period.

Existing Legal Encumbrances

There is an existing covenant that is registered on title of the strata lots which restricts the use of
the property to a duplex (i.e., BF94917 and BF94918). The covenant must be discharged from
title as a condition of rezoning.

Affordable Housing Strategy

"The City’s Affordable Housing Strategy for single-family rezoning applications received prior to
September 14, 2015 requires a secondary suite or coach house on 50% of new lots, or a cash-in-
lieu contribution of $1.00/ft* of total buildable area towards the City’s Affordable Housing
Reserve Fund.

The applicant proposes to provide a legal secondary suite on one (1) of the two (2) lots proposed
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 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 BC
Building Code and the City’s Zoning Bylaw. Registration of this legal agreement is required
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prior to final adoption of the rezoning bylaw. This agreement will be discharged from title (at
the initiation of the applicant) on the lot where the secondary suite is not required by the
Affordable Housing Strategy after the requirements are satisfied.

Site Servicing and Frontage Improvements

At future development stage, the applicant must pay costs associated with completion of the
required servicing works and frontage improvements as described in Attachment 7.

Prior to subdivision, the applicant’must demolish the existing duplex and discharge the existing
Strata Plan (NWS365).

Financial Impact

The rezoning application results in an insignificant Operational Budget Impact (OBI) for off-site
City infrastructure (such as roadworks, waterworks, storm sewers, sanitary sewers, street lights,
street trees and traffic signals).

Conclusion

The purpose of this rezoning application is to rezone the property at 7400/7420 Schaefer Avenue
from the “Two-Unit Dwellings (RD1)” zone to the “Single Detached (RS2/K)” zone, to permit
the property to be subdivided to create two (2) lots.

This rezoning application complies with the land use designations and applicable policies for the
subject site contained within the OCP. The application also complies with the Zoning Bylaw
provisions regarding the subdivision of land that contains an existing duplex.

The list of rezoning considerations is included in Attachment 7, which has been agreed to by the
applicant (signed concurrence on file).

On this basis, it is recommended that Zoning Bylaw 8500, Amendment Bylaw 9511 be
introduced and given first reading.

Cynthia Lussier
Planner 1

CL:rg

Attachment 1: Location Map/Aerial Photo

Attachment 2: Site Survey

Attachment 3: Development Application Data Sheet
Attachment 4: Correspondence received from the public
Attachment 5: Conceptual Development Plans
Attachment 6: Proposed Tree Retention Plan
Attachment 7: Rezoning Considerations
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ATTACHMENT 2
SURVEY PLAN OF STRATA PLAN NWS365
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CIVIC ADDRESS

NOTES: 7400/7420 SCHAEFER AVENUE

RICHMOND, B.C.

— Lot dimensions are derived from field survey.

— Elevations are based on the( Gecdetic): Datum of Richmond and
are derived from HPN#190 (02H1624) situoted at .
the intersection of No. 5 Road and Granville Avenue. ZONING: RD-—1
Elevation = 2.353 metres.

— For elevation control, use cantrol monument ar lead plugs
in concrete sidewalk only.

=~ All trees and stumps shown as required by municipal bylaws.

~ Ali elevations dlang curb fines are gutter levels. CERTIFIED CORRECT.
— All dimensions are to exterior faces unless otherwise noted. DATED THIS 6TH DAY OF JAN., 2015
— Symbals plotted are for illustrative purposes and are 3

not representative af their true size. 3

[d denotes catch basin

@ denates manhole Ea\Y

{3 denotes tree. LOUIS NGAN /\ " B.C.L.S.

801811 ip i di c (metres)

I_[le’ca;'}?er?us'”s metres L N L S METRO VANCOUVER
D=deciduaus LAND SURVEYORS
diameter (centimetres)

ﬁgfﬁ/ TORIA DRIVE, VANCOUVER, BC, V5P 3T6
© LOUIS NGAN LAND SURVEYING INC., 2015 FILE: RSC—7400TP | T 604.327.1535 WEB WWW.LNLS.CA




City of
0 - y Development Application Data Sheet
2N RlChmond Development Applications Department

RZ 15-692244 Attachment 3

Address:  7400/7420 Schaefer Avenue
Applicant: Chi Kuen Yeung & Cardison Chun Kik Yeung

Planning Area(s): Broadmoor

Existing | Proposed

_ Chi Kuen Yeung
Owner: Cardison Chun Kik Yeung

. . 2,. 2 2 Two (2) lots, each approximately
Site Size (m°): 904.6 m? (9,737 ft?) 452.3 m? (4,868 ft?)

Two (2) single-family residential

To be determined

Land Uses: Two-family dwelling lots
OCP Designation: Neighbourhood Residential No change
Zoning: Two-Unit Dwellings (RD1) Single Detached (RS2/K)

On Future . .

Subdivided Lots ‘ Bylaw Requirement ‘ Proposed ’ Variance
Floor Area Ratio: Max. 0.55 Max. 0.55 none permitted
Lot Coverage — Buildings: Max. 45% Max. 45% none
Lot Coverage — Buildings,
structures, and non-porous Max. 70% Max. 70% none
surfaces:
Lot Coverage — live plant material: Max. 20% Max. 20% none
. N : . Each approximately
2

Lot Size (min. dimensions): 315m 452 3 m? none
Setback — Front & Rear Yards (m): - Min.6.0m Min. 6.0 m none
Setback — Interior Side Yard (m): Min. 1.2 m Min. 1.2 m none
Setback — Exterior Side Yard (m): Min. 3.0 m Min. 3.0 m none
Height (m): Max. 2 V2 storeys Max. 2 % storeys none

Other: Tree replacement compensation required for loss of bylaw-sized trees.
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Attachment 4
Correspondence received from the public
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' Lussier, Cynthia

From: Lussier, Cynthia

Sent: Monday, 27 April 2015 12:58 PM
To: ‘tamara.tk7 @gmail.com'’
Subject: 7400/7420Schaefer Avenue

Hi Tamara

Your inquiry regarding the development proposal at 7400/7420Schaefer Avenue has been forwarded to me for a
response.

f am the planner that is reviewing the rezoning application and | can answer any questions you may have about the
proposal. If you have concerns that you would like to ensure are communicated to Richmond City Council in their
consideration of the rezoning application at this site, please reply by email describing why you are opposed to the
application and | will attach a copy of your email to my staff report on this application.

If the rezoning application at the subject site moves forward to a Public Hearing, you will also have the opportunity to
make your views known at the Public Hearing. In this case, an ad would appear in the local newspaper advising of the
procedure to attend the Hearing and make comments. If you are located within 50 m of the subject site, you would
receive a notification letter in the mail 10 days prior to the Hearing advising of the procedure to attend the Hearing and
make comments. -

Thank you,

Cynthia Lussier

Planning Technician

Development Applications Division
City of Richmond

Tel: 604-276-4108

Email: clussier@richmond.ca
www.richmond.ca

From: Tamara Klymko [mailto:tamara.tk7@gmail.com]
Sent: Thursday, 23 April 2015 10:14

To: PlanningDevelopment

Subject: Schaefer Avenue 7400,7420

Hello,

On the corner of Schaefer Gate and Schaefer Avenue we are going to have development (
06204 6 15692244 000 00 RZ Staff Review Rezoning Chi K Yeung Janice Li 7789083988

CHIKUEN YEUNG & CARDISON CHUN KIK YEUNG have applied to the City of Richmond for
permission to rezone 7400/7420 Schaefer Avenue from Two Unit Dwellings(RD1) to Single Detached
(RS2/K), to permit the property to be subdivided to create two (2) lots fronting Schaefer Avenue.
7420 Schaefer Ave, 7400 Schaefer Ave).

I am not sure that I support such development in front of my house and on our street, I would like to know, how
my opinion could be counted in making decision on this resonning.
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-« Thank you,

Tamara Klymko

PH=~138



Lussier,Cynthia

From: Lussier, Cynthia
~ Sent: ‘ Friday, 8 May 2015 09:36
To: 'Hedwig Lee'
Subject: RE: 7400/7420 Schaefer Avenue
Hi Hedwig

In response to your request, | can certainly email you the current information associated with the proposal. |have
attached the proposed site plan and the proposed tree retention plan to this email. The Tree Retention Plan wilt have to
be revised after the City’s own Arborists review the proposal to determine whether they agree with the
recommendations of the applicant’s Arborist (also, there is a conflict on the Tree Retention Plan between Tree # 90 and
the proposed location of the garage for the west lot). As shown in the proposed site plan, vehicle access to the
proposed west lot is required off Schaefer Gate in accordance with the City’s Bylaw 7222, and vehicle access to the
proposed east lot is required off Schaefer Ave.

)

201505080926, pdf 201505080932, pdf

In response to your question about the potential number of secondary suites, the proposed “Single Detached (R52/K)”
zoning allows 1 secondary suite per house. The applicant has not yet indicated whether they are proposing to include a
secondary suite in each house or whether they are proposing to contribute a cash contribution to the City’s Affordable
Housing Reserve Fund in-lieu of building a secondary suite in each house. That is something that the applicant will have
to advise before | can move their application forward. :

The current duplex is not allowed to have 4 units. That violates the existing duplex zoning on the site. If you wish to file
a formal complaint and have a property use inspector investigate the site, please contact the City’s Community Bylaws
department at 604-276-4345 or by email at: communitybylaws@richmond.ca .

If, after you review the attached proposal, you would like to submit written correspondence for me to attach to my-staff
report to Council, please send it to me via email. '

Please let me know if you have any questions.

Cynthia Lussier

Planning Technician

Development Applications Division
City of Richmond

Tel: 604-276-4108

Email: clussier@richmond.ca
www.richmond.ca

From: Hedwig Lee [mailto:hedwigl@hotmail.com]
Sent: Tuesday, 05 May 2015 7:01 PM

To: Lussier, Cynthia

Subject: RE: 7400/7420 Schaefer Avenue
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\

Hi Ms Lussier
Thank you for responding to our email.

While we appreciate your offer to go over the proposal in person, unfortunately we both work full time so if
there is a way to respond to our enquiries in writing that would be very helpful.

An additional question would be the on the proposed new houses. How many secondary suites will be allowed
in each house? The reason for my question is that the current duplex is used as a rental unit with 4 families
living in the duplex. There are 6 to 7 cars parked daily but parking has not been too much of an issue as 4 of the
cars are parked in the driveway. With the division of the lot and the densification parking could also be an issue.
The lot is located at the corner of Schaefer Gate and Schafer Ave where it is a high traffic area (relative to the
other side streets) as Schaefer Gate is one of the two streets with access to the Francis Road within the block.

Thanks again for your help.

Hedwig and Eddie

From: CLussier@richmond.ca

To: hedwigl@hotmail.com

Subject: RE: 7400/7420 Schaeter Avenue
Date: Mon, 4 May 2015 20:43:06 +0000

Hi Hedwig and Eddie,

Thank you for your email.

If you'd like further information on the rezoning at the above-referenced site, | would be happy to meet with you at the
front counter to review the proposal with you and to respond to your questions about the size of the new houses and
the proposed tree retention/removal.

In terms of the process for expressing your objections to this rezoning application, please submit any concerns that you
have about the proposed rezoning application to me via email. | will include your correspondence in the staff report to
Council for their consideration.

Also, if the application were to move forward to a Public Hearing, there would be another opportunity to express your
concerns directly to Council in person at the hearing or by submitting them in writing to Council directly.

Please let me know if you wish to meet to go over the proposal and let me know the dates and times that would work
for you.
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Cynthia Lussier

Planning Technician

Development Applications Division
City of Richmond

Tel: 604-276-4108

Email: clussier@richmond.ca

www.richmond.ca

From: Hedwig Lee [mailto:hedwigl@hotmail.com]
Sent: Saturday, 02 May 2015 8:37 PM

To: Lussier, Cynthia

Subject: 7400/7420 Schaefer Avenue

Hi Ms Lussier

We would like to request for further information on the rezoning application for

7400/7420 Schaefer Avenue ( file no. RZ 15-692244). We are very concerned about the development. In
particular the size of the new houses relative to the lot area and the loss of the four large trees facing Shaefer

Gate, and how this will affect the character of our neighbourhood.

We spoke with several neighbours and they were equally concerned. Please advise what will be the process to
raise our objections to this rezoning application.

Thank you for your assistance.

Hedwig Lee and Eddie Leung
8931 Schaefer Gate

PH.- 141




Lussier, Cynthia

3

From: A Lussier, Cynthia

Sent: Tuesday, 12 May 2015 9:15 AM
To: 'Herb Wong'

Subject: RE: 7400/20 Schaefer Ave

Hi Herb

I will include your emaii as an attachment in my staff report.

} can provide some clarification, though, on a few points below. Would you like to meet with me to discuss? Or discuss
by phone? Please feel free to contact me at 604-276-4108.

Thank you,

Cynthia Lussier

Planning Technician

Development Applications Division
City of Richmond

Tel: 604-276-4108

Email: clussier@richmond.ca
www.richmond.ca

From: Herb Wong [mailto:hwong@rbauction.com]
Sent: Monday, 04 May 2015 2:03 PM

To: Lussier, Cynthia

Subject: RE: 7400/20 Schaefer Ave

Hi Ms, Lussier,
Thank you for getting back to me.

Some of my neighbours were getting worried because the number on the application led to voicemail. At least we have
finally made contact.

I will convey some of my concerns based on my own observations and then | will give you other details from only what
I've heard.

e  Currently, this duplex unit seems to be renting out to multi-families resulting in increased traffic and vehicles
for parking.

¢ Ongarbage day, garbage is not secured, the crows get at it and garbage is all over the street.

e Just recently a SWAT team was called, our street was blocked off and we could not gain access to our home due
to the police incident.

¢ Mainly, the above comments a tenant and owner matter so there probably not much to be done about that?
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o  Qur neighborhood is relatively quiet but this property has quite a bit of “action” with the number of different
families residing.

As for the application;

s Dividing the lot into two for two smaller homes would drastically change the appearance of the neighborhood
and set a precedent for other properties.

¢  All lots are relatively the same size but with this application, that would change.

¢ Perhaps some of the trees would be removed for the new homes, which again will change the look of the
neighbourhood.

¢  The owner with two properties is probably wanting more rental income and they'll probably have more
tenants, whether illegally or legally and with more vehicles.

e Because of the poorly managed owner/tenant relationship, we’ve had to keep our children inside or in the
backyard. Our children are still young and really enjoy playing outside.

From what I"ve heard, the owner receives $6,000/monthly for rent, so he’s probably looking for more. The RCMP have
been to the property more than once this past year.

“There goes the neighborhood!”
Thank you again for any consideration and your attention to this matter.
Regards,

Herb Wong

From: Lussier, Cynthia [mailto:Clussier@richmond.ca]
Sent: Monday, May 04, 2015 1:39 PM

To: Herb Wong

Subject: RE: Schaefer Ave

Hi Mr. Wong,
Thank you for your email.

Please submit any concerns that you have about the proposed rezoning application at 7400/20 Schaefer Ave to me via
email. | will include your correspondence in the staff report to Council for their consideration.

Also, if the application were to move forward to a Public Hearing, there would be another opportunity to express your
concerns directly to Council in person at the hearing or by submitting them in writing to Council directly.

Please let me know if you have any questions.

Cynthia Lussier

Planning Technician

Development Applications Division
City of Richmond
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Tel: 604-276-4108
Email: clussier@richmond.ca
www.richmond.ca

From: Herb Wong [mailto:hwong@rbauction.com]
Sent: Friday, 01 May 2015 4:59 PM
To: Lussier, Cynthia

Subject: Schaefer Ave

Dear Ms. Lussier,

Just wondering about the process for disputing the application for rezoning for a property in our neighborhood.
How do we go about this and start this process?

Thank you for your immediate attention.
Regards,

Herb Wong
7431 Schaefer Avenue

Sent from Samsung Mobile

**#*This email originated from the Internet™**
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Lussier, Cynthia

From: Lussier, Cynthia

Sent: Tuesday, 19 May 2015 12:15 PM

To: 'Chung Cindy'

Subject: RE: Objection of Redevelopment to 4 houses - File# RZ15-692244 - 7400 -7420 Schaefer
Ave

Hi Cindy,

I received your email (below).

Could you provide more details on the nature of your concerns regardlng the proposed rezoning
application at 7400 -7420@ Schaefer Ave?

If you wish to discuss your concerns in person or by phone, please contact me directly at
604-276-4108.

Thank you,

Cynthia Lussier

Planning Technician

Development Applications Division
City of Richmond

Tel: 604-276-4108

Email: clussier@richmond.ca
www.richmond.ca

————— Original Message-----

From: Chung Cindy [mailto:cindy.shiuto@hotmail.com]

Sent: Friday, 15 May 2015 6:07 PM

To: Lussier, Cynthia

Subject: Objection of Redevelopment to 4 houses - File# RZ15-692244 - 7400 -7420 Schaefer Ave

I am the owner of 8971 Schaefer Gate
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Lussier, Cynthia

From: Lussier, Cynthia

Sent: Tuesday, 19 May 2015 12:21 PM
To: 'Stella Chan'

Subject: RE: Flle No.Rz1569224

Hi Stella

Thank you for your email (below).
I will include a copy of your email in my staff report to City Council.

If you wish to obtain more information about the rezoning application at 7400/7420@ Schaefer
Ave, please contact me by phone at 604-276-4108 or by email at clussierfrichmond.ca

Thank you,

Cynthia Lussier

Planning Technician

Development Applications Division
City of Richmond

Tel: 604-276-4108

Email: clussier@richmond.ca

www . richmond.ca

————— Original Message-----

From: Stella Chan [mailto:chocolatedogll@icloud.com]
Sent: Sunday, 17 May 2015 1:17 PM

To: Lussier, Cynthia

Subject: FIle No.Rz1569224

I oppose to rezone 7400 /7420 Schaefer Ave.,to subdivided .

It is a inner street,very quiet and good living area,it 1is nice to rezone for one single
house for the land,this a inner street. Most. People live here for almost thirty years.my
phone no.is 7788919982 Sent from my iPhone
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Lussier, Cynthia

From: Lussier, Cynthia

Sent: Tuesday, 19 May 2015 12:24 PM

To: 'winnie Lau'

Subject: RE: file no. RZ15-692244 7400-7420 Schaefer Ave, Richmond
Hi Ting,

Thank you for your email (below).
P will include a copy of your email in my staff report to City Council.

If you wish to obtain more information about the rezoning application at 7400/7420 Schaefer Ave, please contact me by
phone at 604-276-4108 or by email at clussier@richmond.ca

Thank you,

Cynthia Lussier

Planning Technician

Development Applications Division
City of Richmond

Tel: 604-276-4108

Email: clussier@richmond.ca
www.richmond.ca

From: winnie Lau [mailto:winnieting88@yahoo.com]

Sent: Sunday, 17 May 2015 9:47 PM

To: Lussier, Cynthia

Subject: file no. RZ15-692244 7400-7420 Schaefer Ave, Richmond

| object the rezoning application of 7400-7420 Schaefer Ave because it will create a lot
of traffic problems in future and the building will not identical with other properties in this area.

Owner of 7500 Schaefer Ave, Richmond
Ting, Wing Lung
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Lussier, Cynthia

From: Lussier, Cynthia ,

Sent: Tuesday, 26 May 2015 11:52 AM

To: 'Sun MingEnterprises Limited'

Subject: RE: objection to the rezoning application File No. RZ 15 692244

Hi Guo Zhen Ling
Thank you for your email.

Your email will be included in the staff report on this rezoning application to be considered by City Council.

I have also received complaints from many other residents in the neighbourhood about the existing use of the
property. 1 have referred the matter of illegal suites to the City’s Community Bylaws department for investigation and
enforcement. | will be providing an update on that investigation in my staff report to City Council.

Currently, there is 1 tree on the site that the City’s Tree Preservation Coordinator has recommended for removal at the
northwest corner of the site based on its condition {e.g. historically topped with weak attachments below decaying top
cuts). There is 1 other small tree on-site that must be removed due to conflict with the proposed building on the future
west lot. The remaining trees are currently recommended to be retained and protected. The final outcome of
proposed tree removal, however, has yet to be determined and will be based on a number of factors such as whether
‘there will be any conflict with the required servicing of the site (e.g. the locations.of water, storm, sanitary connections
etc.).

If you'd like to meet with me to obtain further information about the rezoning proposal, please let me know.
Sincerely,

Cynthia Lussier

Planning Technician _
Development Applications Division
City of Richmond

Tel: 604-276-4108

Email: clussier@richmond.ca
www.richmond.ca

From: Sun MingEnterprises Limited [mailto:sunmingent@hotmail.com]
Sent: Tuesday, 26 May 2015 10:57 AM

‘To: Lussier, Cynthia

Subject: objection to the rezoning application File No. RZ 15 692244

Good Morning :
I am here to express my objection to the rezoning application File No. RZ 15 692244,

Based on our daily observation and the fact of being the neighbour for __3__ years, this
house has always been a rental for many families. We know the owner has rented the

property for multiple families with illegal suites for it's current duplex zoning.
PH:- 148



The owner seems to mismanage this property as the tenants are questionable. Some
examples include a swat team closing off our street recently for one of the tenants. We
experienced quite a bit of inconveniences especially with parking and the property owner
seems to have many different tenants as if the property is an extended stay business in a

residential zone area.

If the rezoning application is approved, I'm sure one or more of the large trees will be

removed to accommodate the new plans. This will further change our neighbourhood look.

Thanks for your time and attention to this matter.

Regards,
Guo Zhen Ling
7411 Schaefer Ave

Richmond BC V&Y 2W7
604-351-9351
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Lussier, Cynthia

From: Lussier, Cynthia

Sent: Monday, 01 June 2015 1:28 PM

To: 'siuthans wong'

Subject: RE: 7400/20 Schaefer Ave (RZ 15-692244)
Hi Siuhan

Thank you for your email.
I will attach a copy of your email to the staff report to Council on this rezoning application.
If you wish to discuss yoUr concerns with me in person or if you wish to have a look at the applicant’s rezoning proposal,

please let me know and we can arrange a meeting here at City Hall. | can be reached at 604-276-4108 or by email at
clussier@richmond.ca '

Sincerely,

Cynthia Lussier

Planning Technician

Development Applications Division
City of Richmond

Tel: 604-276-4108

Email: clussier@richmond.ca
www.richmond.ca

From: siuhans wong [mailto:siuhans888@hotrnail.com]
Sent: Sunday, 31 May 2015 8:28 PM

To: Lussier, Cynthia

Subject: file#Rz15-692244

Dear Cynthia Lussier:

we came back early from holidays just to voice against the rezoning of 7400-7420 Schaefer Ave. This property
been very bad for the area already.RCMP have been called to the property and constant changes of renters. |
have been house owner for more than 20 years. The area been very nice till recent. | do not want the area to
worsen any more. | would like to continue to live in this area where all three of my kids went to school.

Regard

Siuhan Wong
7340 Schaefer Ave
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City of _ o
Rezoning Considerations

v R|Chmond Development Applications Department
6911 No. 3 Road, Richmond, BC V6Y 2C1

Address: 7400/7420 Schaefer Avenue File No.: RZ 15-692244

Prior to final adoption of Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500, Amendment Bylaw 9511, the applicant is
required to complete the following items:

1.

Submission of a Landscape Plan for the front yard and exterior side yard of the proposed corner lot, prepared by a
Registered Landscape Architect, to the satisfaction of the Director of Development, and deposit of a Landscaping
Security based on 100% of the cost estimate provided by the Landscape Architect, including installation costs. The
Landscape Plan should:

* not include hedges along property lines abutting the street;

* include the dimensions of tree protection fencing as illustrated on the Tree Retention Plan included in Attachment
6; and

* include three (3) replacement trees with the following minimum sizes:

No. of Replacement Trees Minimum Caliper of Deciduous Tree | or | Minimum Height of Coniferous Tree
2 6 cm 35m
1 11 cm 5m

If required replacement trees cannot be accommodated on-site, a cash-in-lieu contribution in the amount of $500/tree
to the City’s Tree Compensation Fund for off-site planting is required.

Note: the security will not be released until a landscaping inspection has been passed by City staff after construction
and landscaping has been completed. The City may retain a portion of the security for a 1-year maintenance period.

Submission of a landscaping security in the amount of $500.00 to ensure that one (1) replacement tree is planted and
maintained in the rear yard of the proposed east lot. The security will not be released until a landscaping inspection
has been passed by City staff after construction and landscaping has been completed.

Submission of a Contract entered into between the applicant and a Certified Arborist for supervision of any on-site
works conducted within the tree protection zone of the trees to be retained (Trees # 85, 87, 88, 89, and Tree A). The
Contract should include the scope of work to be undertaken, including: the proposed number of site monitoring
inspections at specified stages of construction, any special measures required to ensure tree protection (e.g. pruning
etc.), and a provision for the Arborist to submit a post-construction assessment report to the City for review.

Submission of a Tree Survival Security to the City in the amount of $15,000.00 for the trees to be retained (Trees #
85, 87, 88, 89, and Tree A). The security will not be released until an acceptable impact assessment report by the
Certified Arborist is submitted and a landscaping inspection has been passed by City staff. The City will release 90%
of the security after construction and landscaping on-site has been completed and inspected, and the remaining 10% of
the security retained for a 1-year maintenance period to ensure that the trees have survived. ’

Registration of a flood indemnity covenant on title.

Registration of a legal agreement on title to ensure that the Building Permit application and ensuing development at
the subject site is generally consistent with the plans included in Attachment 5. Minor modifications to the plans at
the Building Permit application stage are acceptable and may be required to ensure compliance with all City
regulations.

Registration of 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) lots proposed, to the satisfaction of the City in accordance
with the BC Building Code and the City’s Zoning Bylaw.

Discharge of the existing covenant registered on title of the strata lots (i.e., BF94917 and BF94918), which restricts
the use of the property to a duplex.
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At Demolition Permit’ stage, the following requirements must be completed:
e Installation of tree protection fencing around all trees to be retained (Trees # 85, 87, 88, 89, and Tree A). Tree
protection fencing must be installed to City standard in accordance with the City’s Tree Protection Information

Bulletin TREE-03 prior to any works being conducted on-site, and must remain in place until construction and
landscaping on-site is completed.

At Subdivision® and Building Permit* stage, the following requirements must be completed:

e Discharge of the existing Strata Plan (NWS365).

Water Works

e Using the OCP Model, there is 162.5 L/s of water available at a 20 psi residual at the Schaeffer Ave frontage.
Based on your proposed development, your site requires a minimum fire flow of 95.0 L/s.

o The developer is required to submit Fire Underwriter Survey (FUS) or International Organization for
Standardization (ISO) fire flow calculations to confirm the development has adequate fire flow for onsite fire

protection. Calculations must be signed and sealed by a Professional Engineer and be based on Building Permit
Stage and Building designs.

e Atthe developer’s cost, the City is to:

- cut and cap the existing water service connection at the watermain along the Schaeffer Avenue frontage.

- Install two (2) new 25 mm water service connections complete with meters and meter boxes along the
Schaeffer Avenue frontage.

Note: A Certified Arborist must be present to supervise and direct servicing works within tree protection zones.

Storm Sewer Works
e At the developer’s cost, the City is to:
- cut and cap the existing storm service connection at the northeast corner of the subject site.

- Install a new storm inspection chamber at the proposed common property line complete with dual storm
service connections to service the proposed lots along the Schaeffer Avenue frontage.

Note: A Certified Arborist must be present to supervise and direct servicing works within tree protection zones.

Sanitary Sewer Works
e Atthe developer’s cost, the City is to:
- Cut and cap the existing sanitary service connection at the southeast corner of the subject site.
- Install a new sanitary inspection chamber at the proposed common property line complete with dual

sanitary service connections to service the proposed lots within the existing statutory right-of-way along
the south property line of the subject site.

Note: A Certified Arborist must be present to supervise and direct servicing works within tree protection zones.

Frontage Improvements

e The developer is to upgrade the existing driveway crossings in their current locations to meet current City

standard, as required. Note: A Certified Arborist must be present to supervise and direct any upgrading within
tree protection zones.
e The developer is required to coordinate with BC Hydro, Telus and other private communication service providers:
- For their servicing requirements.
- When relocating/modifying any existing power poles and/or guy wires along the property frontages.

- To determine if aboveground structures are required and coordinate their locations (e.g. Vista, PMT, LPT,
Shaw cabinets, Telus Kiosks, ete).

General ltems

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

e Submission of a Construction Parking and Traffic Management Plan to the Transportation Department (if
applicable). The 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.

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

Note:

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

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

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

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

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

(signed original on file)

Sighed Date
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ichmond | Bylaw 9511

Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500
Amendment Bylaw 9511 (RZ 15-692244)
7400/7420 Schaefer Avenue

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

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

P.I.D. 001-309-510

Strata Lot 1 Section 20 Block 4 North Range 6 West New Westminster District Strata Plan
NW365 together with an interest in the common property in proportion to the unit
entitlement of the strata lot as 'shown on form 1.

P.ID. 001-309-528

Strata Lot 2 Section 20 Block4 North Range 6 West New Westminster District Strata
Plan NW365 together with an interest in the common property in proportion to the unit
entitlement of the strata lot as shown on form 1.

2. This Bylaw may be cited as “Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500, Amendment Bylaw 9511”.
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MAYOR CORPORATE OFFICER
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