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  Public Hearing Agenda
   

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

Monday, June 18, 2012 - 7 p.m. 

Council Chambers, 1st Floor 
Richmond City Hall 

6911 No. 3 Road 
Richmond, BC  V6Y 2C1 

 
 

OPENING STATEMENT 
Page  

 
PH-11 1. Zoning Amendment Bylaw 8750 (RZ 06-344606) 

(File Ref. No. 12-8060-20-8750, RZ 06-344606) (REDMS No. 3519618, 3188236) 

  See Page PH-11 for full report  
   

  Location: 22560, 22600, 22620 Gilley Road 

  Applicant: Kaiman Enterprises Co. Ltd. 

  Purpose: To rezone the subject property from “Single Detached 
(RS1/B)” to “Town Housing (ZT11) – Hamilton”, to permit 
development of a 35 unit townhouse project with vehicle 
access provided from Gilley Road only. 

  First Reading: April 26, 2011 

  Order of Business: 

  1. Presentation from the applicant. 

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

PH-49   (a) Wendy Walker, 4525 Fraserbank Place 

  3. Submissions from the floor. 

  Council Consideration: 
  1. Action on second and third readings of Bylaw 8750. 
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PH-51 2. Zoning Amendment Bylaw 8769 (RZ 10-516267) 

(File Ref. No. 12-8060-20-8769, RZ 10-516267) (REDMS No. 3213418, 3218464) 

  See Page PH-51 for full report  
   

  Location: 9160 No. 2 Road 

  Applicant: Western Maple Lane Holdings Ltd. 

  Purpose: To rezone the subject property from “Single Detached 
(RS1/E)” to “Medium Density Townhouses (RTM3)”, to 
permit development of eighteen (18) three-storey townhouse 
units on the site with vehicle access from Maple Road. 

  First Reading: July 11, 2011 

  Order of Business: 

  1. Presentation from the applicant. 

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

PH-154   (a) Kelvin Leung, 28-6099 Alder Street 

PH-158   (b) Peter Kho, 9293 Romaniuk Drive 

PH-159   (c) Rong Zhang, 6431 No. 2 Road 

PH-160   (d) Ajmer Ghag, on behalf of the residents of 5260 Maple Road  

PH-162   (e) Ajita Fung, 114-8751 General Currie Road  

PH-163   (f) Mun Ling Cheung, 5451 Maple Road 

PH-164   (g) Man Ying Lee, 6240 Maple Road 

PH-165   (h) Gord Turner, 6631 Juniper Drive 

PH-166   (i) John Cantello, 6120 Maple Road 

PH-167   (j) Five petition letters, from Neighbourhood Concern Group 

PH-170   (k) Felix Fei Lu, 6071 Martyniuk Place 

  3. Submissions from the floor. 

  Council Consideration: 
  1. Action on second and third readings of Bylaw 8769. 
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PH-171 3. Zoning Amendment Bylaw 8825 (RZ 11-582830) 
(File Ref. No. 12-8060-20-8825, RZ 11-582830) (REDMS No. 3374326, 3520405) 

  See Page PH-171 for full report  
   

  Location: 4820 Garry Street 

  Applicant: Armit Maharaj 

  Purpose: To rezone the subject property from “Single Detached 
(RS1/E)” to “Single Detached (RS2/A)”, to permit 
development of two (2) single-family lots. 

  First Reading: May 28, 2012 

  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 Bylaw 8825. 
    

 
PH-183 4. Official Community Plan Amendment Bylaw 8880 and Zoning Amendment 

Bylaw 8881 (RZ 12-601319) 
(File Ref. No. 12-8060-20-8880/8881) (REDMS No. 3482714, 3487963) 

  See Page PH-183 for full report  
   

  Location: 23591 Westminster Highway 

  Applicant: City of Richmond 

  Purpose of OCP Designation Amendment: 

   To amend the Land Use Designation in the Hamilton Area 
Plan to designate the subject property “Community 
Facilities” in order to permit child daycare use. 

  Purpose of Zoning Amendment: 

   To rezone the subject property from “Single Detached 
(RS1/F)” to “School & Institutional Use (SI)”, to permit 
development of a 33 space licensed child daycare facility. 
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  First Reading: May 28, 2012 

  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 Bylaws 8880 and 8881. 
    

 
PH-213 5. Official Community Plan Amendment Bylaw 8888 

(File Ref. No. 12-8060-20-8888, 084045-20-10/2012-Vol 01) (REDMS No. 3517757, 3517752) 

  See Page PH-213 for full report  
   

  Location: City Centre Area 

  Applicant: City of Richmond 

  Purpose: To amend Richmond Official Community Plan Bylaw 7100, 
Schedule 2.10 (City Centre Area Plan) to clarify that within 
the City Centre the City may, in its discretion, include in the 
calculation of site area (for the purpose of determining 
buildable floor area) lands voluntarily dedicated or otherwise 
transferred to the City (i.e., fee simple lot) by developers for 
minor streets, lanes, mews, parks, and open spaces for which 
Richmond’s Development Cost Charge (DCC) program 
provides no financial compensation. 

  First Reading: May 28, 2012 

  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. 
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  Council Consideration: 
  1. Action on second & third readings of Bylaw 8888. 
    

  2. Adoption of Bylaw 8888.  
    

 
PH-223 6. Zoning Amendment Bylaw 8890 (RZ 11-586782) 

(File Ref. No. 12-8060-20-8890, RZ 11-586782) (REDMS No. 34978834, 3499097, 3499005) 

  See Page PH-223 for full report  
   

  Location: 6471, 6491, and 6511 No. 2 Road 

  Applicant: Matthew Cheng Architect Inc. 

  Purpose: To rezone the subject property from “Single Detached 
(RS1/E)” to “Low Density Townhouses (RTL4)”, to permit 
development of 15 townhouse units. 

  First Reading: April 23, 2012 

  Order of Business: 

  1. Presentation from the applicant. 

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

PH-243   (a) Wendy Leung, 5791 Garrison Road 

PH-245   (b)  

  3. Submissions from the floor. 

  Council Consideration: 
  1. Action on second and third readings of Bylaw 8890. 
    

 
PH-247 7. Zoning Amendment Bylaw 8893 (RZ 12-600991) 

(File Ref. No. 12-8060-20-8893, RZ 12-600991) (REDMS No. 3504576, 3507376) 

  See Page PH-247 for full report  
   

  Location: 6471 Blundell Road 

  Applicant: Xi Chen (Chen Design Studio) 
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  Purpose: To rezone the subject property from “Single Detached 
(RS1/E)” to “Coach Houses (RCH)”, to permit development 
of two (2) coach house lots each with a single-family 
residence on it and a second dwelling unit above a garage, 
with vehicle access from a rear lane extension. 

  First Reading: May 14, 2012 

  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 Bylaw 8893. 
    

 
PH-261 8. Zoning Amendment Bylaw 8895 (RZ 10-522194) 

(File Ref. No. 12-8060-20-8895, RZ 10-522194) (REDMS No. 3508396, 3508444) 

  See Page PH-261 for full report  
   

  Location: 11340 Williams Road 

  Applicant: Khalid Hasan 

  Purpose: To rezone the subject property from “Single Detached 
(RS1/E)” to “Compact Single Detached (RC2)”, to permit 
development of two (2) compact single family lots with 
vehicle access from an existing rear lane. 

  First Reading: May 14, 2012 

  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 Bylaw 8895. 
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PH-277 9. Official Community Plan Amendment Bylaw 8900 and Zoning Amendment 

Bylaw 8901 (RZ 11-596457) 
(File Ref. No. 12-8060-20-8900/8901, RZ 11-596457) (REDMS No. 3518170, 3519132) 

  See Page PH-277 for full report  
   

  Location: 7431 Francis Road 

  Applicant: Avion Homes Ltd. 

  Purpose of OCP Designation Amendment: 

   (1) To redesignate the subject property from "Community 
Institutional" to "Neighbourhood Residential" in 
Attachment 1 to Schedule 1 of Official Community 
Plan Bylaw No. 7100 (Generalized Land Use Map); 
and 

   (2) To redesignate the subject property from "Community 
Institutional" to "Low-Density Residential" in 
Attachment 2 to Schedule 1 of Official Community 
Plan Bylaw No. 7100 (Specific Land Use Map). 

  Purpose of Zoning Amendment: 

   To rezone the subject property from “Assembly (ASY)” to 
“Single Detached (RS2/E)”, to permit development of a 
single-family dwelling on site. 

  First Reading: May 28, 2012 

  Order of Business: 

  1. Presentation from the applicant. 

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

PH-292   (a) Roy Budai, 7451 Francis Road 

  3. Submissions from the floor. 

  Council Consideration: 
  1. Action on second and third readings of Bylaws 8900 and 8901. 
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PH-293 10. Zoning Amendment Bylaw 8902 (RZ 09-496145) 
(File Ref. No. 12-8060-20-8902, RZ 09-496145) (REDMS No. 3496755, 3521256) 

  See Page PH-293 for full report  
   

  Location: 7840 Bennett Road 

  Applicant: Timothy Tse 

  Purpose: To rezone the subject property from “Single Detached 
(RS1/E)” to “Infill Residential (RI2)”, to permit development 
of two (2) new lots, each with a front and back duplex, and 
vehicular access from the proposed rear lane extension only. 

  First Reading: May 28, 2012 

  Order of Business: 

  1. Presentation from the applicant. 

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

PH-315   (a) Wen Jun Mo, 7808 Bennett Road 

  3. Submissions from the floor. 

  Council Consideration: 
  1. Action on second and third readings of Bylaw 8902. 
    

 
PH-317 11. Zoning Amendment Bylaw 8904 

(File Ref. No. 08-4040-01) (REDMS No. 3522269, 3522826) 

  See Page PH-317 for full report  
   

  Location: City-Wide 

  Applicant: City of Richmond 

  Purpose: To set a maximum height for freestanding tele-
communication towers and antennas at 15 m (48 ft.) or the 
maximum accessory structure height in a given zone, 
whichever is greater; and allow for building-mounted 
telecommunication antennas to extend 3.0 m (9.8 ft.) above 
the maximum building height permitted in the zone. 
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  First Reading: May 28, 2012 

  Order of Business: 

  1. Presentation from the applicant. 

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

PH-324   (a) Jerry Flynn 

  3. Submissions from the floor. 

  Council Consideration: 
  1. Action on second and third readings of Bylaw 8904. 
    

  2. Adoption of Bylaw 8904. 

    

 
PH-329 12. Zoning Amendment Bylaw 8884 (RZ 11-585209) 

(File Ref. No. 12-8060-20-8884, RZ 11-585209) (REDMS No. 3498893v5, 3497848, 3443571, 3492342) 

  See Page PH-329 for full report  
PH-419  Extract from the Minutes of the Public Hearing held on May 22, 2012 
PH-430  Extract from the Minutes of the Special Council Meeting held on June 4, 2012 

  Location: 7731 & 7771 Alderbridge Way 

  Applicant: Onni 7731 Alderbridge Holding Corp. and Onni 7771 
Alderbridge Holding Corp. 

  Purpose: To rezone the subject property from “Industrial Retail (IR1)” 
to “High Density Low Rise Apartments (RAH2)” and make 
minor amendments to the RAH2 zone in order to facilitate 
development of a 660-unit project in four, six-storey wood-
frame buildings over two (2) concrete parking structures. 

  First Reading: April 23, 2012 

  Order of Business: 

  1. Presentation from the applicant. 

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

PH-421   (a) Mike Rasberry, Tim Hortons Restaurant, #125-7771 Alderbridge 
Way 
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PH-426   (b) William Cao, Legal Counsel, Tim Hortons, The TDL Group Corp. 

PH-428   (c) Helmot Eppich, Chairman of the Board, Richard Eppich, CEO and 
President, Ebco Industries Ltd., 7851 Alderbridge Way 

PH-432   (d) Beau Jarvis, V.P. Development, ONNI Real Estate Development, 
300-550 Robson Street 

PH-434   (e) Sally Mercer, 303-8880 No. 1 Road 

  3. Submissions from the floor. 

 

  Council Consideration: 
  1. Action on third reading of Bylaw 8884. 
    

 
 

ADJOURNMENT 
  

 



To: 

From: 

City of Richmond 
Planning and Development Department 

Planning Committee 

Brian J. Jackson, MCIP 
Director of Development 

Report to Committee 

Date: May 7,2012 

File: RZ 06-344606 

Re: Application by Kaiman Enterprises Co. Ltd. for Rezoning at 22560,22600 and 
22620 Gilley Road from Single Detached (RS1/B) to Town Housing (ZT11)
Hamilton 

Staff Recommendation 

That Bylaw No. 8750, for the rezoning 0[22560, 22600 and 22620 Gilley Road from "Single 
Detached (RS11B)" to "Town Housing (ZTII) - Hamilton", be referred to the June 18,2012 
Public Hearing. 

!f;;u¥J~l!J ,9i,.j 

Brian J. Jackson, MClP 
Director of Development 

BJ:ke 
Att. 

FOR ORIGINATING DEPARTMENT USE ONLY 

ROUTED To: CONCURRENCE CONCURRENCE OF ACTING GENERAL 

Y~O ~NAGER Transportation 

~4~ Engineering Planning VdNO 
Sustainability Unit V NO 
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May 7, 2012 ~ 2 ~ RZ 06~344606 

Staff Report 

Origin 

Kaiman Enterprises Co. Ltd has applied to the City of Riclunond for pennission to rezone 22560, 
22600 and 22620 Gilley Road (Attachment 1) from Sing1e~Detached (RS I IB) to Town Housing 
(ZTll) - Hamilton zoning in order to permit development of a 35 unit townhouse project. 

Public Hearing Referra I ~ May 16) 2011 

At Public Hearing on May 16, 2011, Richmond City Council referred the subject rezoning 
application back to staff and the applicant to review the foHowing as it related to the proposed 
townhouse development: 

UThat the application by Kalman Enterprises Co. Ltd. for a rezoning at 22560,22600 
and 22620 Gilley Road be referred back to staff for furtlrer review of the following: 
(i) Routing of traffic t!trough the neighbourhood; 
(ii) Soil andfill conditions in the neighbourhood generally, and specifLC to the 

proposed project; 
(iii) Vehicle access to the site/rom Gilley Road during construction and on a 

permanent basis; 
(iv) Other options/ol' development of this site, including the pros and cons of the 

type of fill required for a townhouse project compared to construction of a 
single-jamily housesj and 

(v) Parking alldfill arrangements in e.:'(.isting townhouse developments in the 
Lower Westminster Area that have incorporated parking Oil tltefirst level, 
underneath the residences. )J 

Purpose 

This report responds to and presents new infonnation related to the May 16, 2011 Council 
referral and brings forward a revised townhouse rezoning proposal. 

Revised Project Description 

The proposal involves development of a 35 unit townhouse development in the Lower 
Westminster Sub~Area contained in the Hamilton Sub Area, which permits a variety oflow~ 
density residential land uses (single-family; multi~family). 

Vehicle access to the subject site has been revised with all access to be from Gilley Road. The 
vehicle access is located at the northeast corner of the development. No vehicle access for the 
proposed townhouse development will be provided from either Turner Street or Rathburn Drive 
in response to the concerns from neighbourhood residents. The developer is required to dedicate 
land and design/construct the Turner Street and Rathburn Drive connection as part of the 
development proposal, which will complete the neighbourhood road system that services the 
single-family dwellings in this area. Therefore, the Rathburn Drive/Turner Street connection 
will be a significant upgrade to the local road system enabling improved access and traffic 
circulation for residents in the neighbourhood. 
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Gilley Road is able to accommodate all vehicular traffic generated from the development. Minor 
works will be undertaken along Gilley Road, which will be discussed in latter sections of this 
report. 

Internal traffic circulation for the townhouse development is arranged to enable traffic flow 
through the development site and around a centrally located outdoor amenity space. A public 
walkway is also being secured through this development to provide pedestrian linkages from 
Rathburn Drive to Gilley Road that will improve neighbourhood connections in Hamilton. 

Townhouse building typologies consist of 3 storey massing (2 levels over parking) in duplex, 
triplex and fourpJex configurations. Duplex unit types are concentrated along the RathbWTl 
Drive/Turner Street frontage to be consistent with the existing fonn and character of existing 
single-family homes in the area. Due to the existing grade difference on the subject site (lower 
elevations along Gilley Road with higher elevations at Rathburn DriveITurner Street), units that 
front onto Rathburn DriveITurner Street will exhibit 2 storey massing as the first level parking 
will be concealed as a result of the grade difference. Please refer to Attachment 2 for a 
preliminary site plan and elevations. 

Findings of Fact 

A Development Application Data Sheet providing details about the proposal is contained in 
Attachment 3. 

k copy of the staff report considered at May 16, 20 II Public Hearing is contained in 
Attachment 4. 

Surrounding Development 

To the North: Properties zoned Agricultural (AG1) in the ALR to the west and properties zoned 
Single-Detached (RS lIB) to the east on the north side of Gilley Road 

To the East: A low-density townhouse development zoned Town Housing (ZTIl) - Hamilton 
and properties zoned Single-Detached (RS IIF). 

To the South: Properties zoned Single-Detached (RS liB). 

To the West: Properties zoned Single-Detached (RS lIB). 

Project Response to Public Hearing Referral Items 

This section responds to the referral arising from the May 16, 2011 Public Hearing. 

1. Routing of traffic through the neighbourhood 
The access/egress to the townhouse site previously proposed from Rathburn Driverrurner 
Street has been removed, with all access to the development from Gilley Road. This 
development will still be required to dedicate land and complete all necessary road works to 
complete the Rathburn Drive/Turner Street connection, which improves traffic circulation to 
the existing single~family neighbourhood only. Works to complete the Rathburn 
Drive/Turner Street connection will be designed and constructed to meet the existing 
standard in the neighbourhood . The proposed townhouse development will not result in the 
routing of additional traffic through existing neighbourhoods and the proposed road 
improvements wilt benefit the neighbourhood. 
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2. Soil and fill conditions in the neighbourhood generally, and specific to the proposed project 
The entire Hamilton Sub Area Plan (including the subject site and neighbouring residential 
areas) is in an area that requires a Flood Construction Level (FCL) for residential habitable 
space at 3.5 m. For existing residential developments in the surrounding neighbourhood, this 
results in two primary responses to accommodate residential development: 

• Placement of fill on a development site to raise the overall grade elevation so that the 
concrete slab of the building/dwelling is able to be at or above the minimum 3.5 m 
FCL. This approach to development is predominant for existing single-family 
residential lots developed and constructed in the early to mid 1990's in the residential 
neighbourhood surrounding the subject site. As a result, single-family dwellings in 
the area utilize a combination of fill to raise the grade of the site and construction of 
crawl spaces to comply with the necessary FCL. 

• Low-density residential townhouse developments in the Lower Westminster Area 
portion of the Hamilton Area Plan have minimized the placement of filion sites as 
these projects have garages at grade, which enables habitable space for the remainder 
of the dwelling unit to occupy the second and third floors. TIus approach involves 
minimal placement of fill on the development site to pennanentiy rruse the site grade. 

The surrounding neighbourhood also contains a number of sites and single-family dwellings 
that have minimal modifications to the grade elevation as these buildings were devetoped 
prior to the establishment of minimum flood cons1ruction level requirements. 

A majority of the site is at or near the elevation to Gilley Road and minimal soil fill has 
occurred. Existing structures and dwellings on the site were demolished in 2007 and a thin 
layer of sand has been placed and graded level. At the south edge of all three development 
parcels (fronting onto the future Rathburn Drive/Turner Street connection), the elevation 
increases significantly to meet the existing grade of the road and single-family residential 
subdivision (i.e., approximately 4.1 m geodetic). 

The proposed 35 unit townhouse development is not undertaking any significant soil filling 
activity. As the townhouse building typology enables garages to be situated at grade, FCL 
requirements are complied with as the second floor (containing habitable space) meets or 
exceeds the 3.5 m FCL. The townhouse scheme utilizes the grade difference along the south 
adjacency of the site along the future Rathburn Drive/Turner Street connection by concealing 
the ground level parking for units fronting the future road and presenting two storey massing 
similar to surrounding single-family dwellings. Please refer to Attachment 5 for an 
ill ustration of this grade difference. 

3. Vehicle access to the site from Gilley Road during construction and on a permanent basis 
A traffic and road impact study has been undertaken by the developers' Transportation 
Engineer to review use of Gilley Road as the subject site's means of access/egress during 
construction and on a permanent basis. This study confirmed that Gilley Road can 
accommodate construction traffic, vehicle traffic generated by the townhouse development 
and existing traffic generated from the 12 existing single-family lots that have direct access 
along this portion of Gilley Road west of Westminster Highway (Gilley Road is not a thru 
road west of Westminster Highway). 
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To address neighbourhood concerns about construction traffic, the developer is required to 
submit a Construction Parking and Traffic Management Plan to be reviewed and approved by 
City Transportation staff. In response to specific concerns raised, the following measures 
will be included in the plan: 

• No construction related parking or staging of trucks on Gilley Road or in the 
surrounding neighbourhood. 

• Dedicated areas for construction staff parking on sites/areas secured by the developer 
for this purpose. 

• Dedicated construction loading/staging areas on the subject development site only. 
• Construction vehicle access/egress is prohibited from utilizing Rathburn Drive or 

Turner Street. 
• Construction vehicles will be required to travel at a reduced speed down Gilley Road. 

The portion of Gilley Road west of Westminster Highway has designated Riparian 
Management Areas (RMA) (5 m) on both sides of the road in conjunction with the existing 
watercourses. The existing 5 m RMA designations on both sides of Gilley Road place 
limitations on the extent of road upgrades that can be implemented without having significant 
impacts to the watercourse and related habitat. 

As a result, the foHowing cross·section is proposed along Gilley Road that will be 
implemented from Westminster Highway to the development's entrance on Gilley Road 
(northeast comer of site). This cross-section minimizes impacts on the existing RMA's and 
facilitates upgrades to Gilley Road to accommodate minor road widening and an interim 
walkway. 

• Minimum 6.1 m wide asphalt driving surface. 
• Minimum 1.5 m wide asphalt pedestrian pathway (interim) along the south side of the 

road and north of the existing watercourse with appropriate pavement markings 
and/or delineators for the walkway and tie-in to the top·ofbank of the canaL 

• Minimum 0.6 m wide gravel shoulder tie-in to the existing watercourse on the north 
side of Gilley Road. 

• The detailed design and construction of identified works to Gilley Road from the 
development site's access to Westminster Highway will be completed through a 
Servicing Agreement. 

4. Other options for development of this site. including the pros and cons of the type of fill 
required for a townhouse project compared to construction of a single-family houses 
All three properties under rezoning application have existing Single-Detached (RS lIB) 
zoning. Therefore, the lots have existing subdivision potential and could be developed into 
single·family lots similar to the pattern established in the neighbouring residential 
subdivision (which is also zoned RSIIB). Based on the size of the three subject properties, 
development of a minimum of 12 new single·family lots can be created based on existing 
zoning (i.e., 6 lots fronting Gilley Road and 6 lots fronting the future Rathburn DrivelTurner 
Road connection). 

If single·family subdivision occurred as described, a significant amount of soil fill would be 
placed on the subject site in order to raise the elevation so that the habitable space for the 
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dwelling meets the 3.5 m FCL requirement. In conjunction with fill to raise the site's 
elevation, some habitable space may be situated over a crawl space to meet FCL 
requirements. The benefits associated with a single-family subdivision and raising the site 
significantly with fill is that the grade ofthe lots would be close to matching the existing 
residential lots fronting Rathburn Drive and Turner Street and peL requirements would be 
met. Associated costs would be a resulting grade difference between the raised development 
site and existing lots fronting Gilley Road. Extensive amounts of fill to be placed on the 
development site to permanently raise the grade of the site also has the potential to settle over 
time due to the combined weight of the buildings and additional fill compressing underlying 
soils. This potential settling, over the long-term, could have negative impacts on the 
foundations and buildings developed on the subject site or on properties adjacent to the 
development site. The soil fill approach for single-family development may also result in the 
implementation of retaining walls adjacent to single-family developments to deal with the 
grade difference. 

For a townhouse project, minimum additional fill is required to be placed on the development 
site permanently as the first level containing the garage and off-street parking would enable 
the second level, containing the habitable living space, to be situated at the 3.5 m FCL 
requirement. An advantage to this development approach is that new grade differences will 
not be introduced between the subject site and surrounding properties. The townhouse 
proposal will also be able to utilize the existing grade difference along the south edge of the 
site, which enables two storey building massing to be presented to the surrounding single
family neighbourhood as the first floor parking is concealed due to the subject sites lower 
elevation compared to Rathburn Drive/Turner Street. In summary, a townhouse proposal 
results in a significantly smaller amount of permanent fill to be placed on the site when 
compared to a single-family development. 

In addition to any permanent fl11 to be placed on the development site for either a single
family or townhouse development, temporary preload materials will need to be placed in 
addition to fill to raise the site as part of the required site preparation prior to construction. 
An alternative means of site preparation utilized in Hamilton has been the placement of piles 
throughout the development site. However, concerns have been raised by residents through 
this rezoning application about the potential impacts site piling will have. As a result, the 
applicant will not be undertaking piling as a method of site preparation. For the townhouse 
proposal, the applicant plans to: 

• Minimally raise the base elevation of the site from approximately 0.8-1.0 m 
(existing) to 1.75 m. 

• Temporarily place 2-3 m of materials on top of the base elevation as part of the site 
preload preparations for townhouse development. This material will be removed 
once preload activities are completed. 

5. Parking and fill arrangements in existing townhouse developments in the Lower Westminster 
Area that have incorporated parking on the first leveL underneath the residences 
Virtually all of the recent townhouse developments in the Lower Westminster Area of 
Hamilton have implemented parking/garage space (i.e., tandem parking configuration) on the 
first level, with second and third levels containing the livinglhabitable space. For this type of 
residential townhouse development, the amount of fill placed on property is minimal. ill 
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most cases, townhouse development sites will match the existing elevation of the fronting 
street/sidewalk; therefore resulting in minimal differences in grade. 

Tills model of tovvnhouse development in the Lower Westminster Area has developed 
adjacent to existing single-family dwellings, City parks and other tovvnhouse developments. 
Each development integrates well with surrounding land uses as elevation increases to the 
site are kept at a minimum and the site transitions to the public road/sidewalk or 
neighbouring development are achieved without the need for retaining walls/terraces or 
sloping of grade. In some cases, townhouse developments are next to existing retaining walls 
that have been implemented as a result of permanent fill placed on properties to increase 
elevation. 

Public Correspondence Received Since May 16,2011 Public Hearing 

One piece of correspondence has been received from the property owners of land whose 
backyard is adjacent to Gilley Road (north side), which has vehicle access to Fraserbank Place 
(refer to Attachment 6). In the emails to City staff, the resident notes concerns about the 
following land use issues related to the rezoning proposal: 

• Concern about the change in the proposal to enable vehicle access to the development 
from Gilley Road. 

• Concerns about the existing width of Gilley Road and no sidewallcs. 
• Lack of parking on Gilley Road when compared to an abundance of parking available in 

the Rathburn Drive/TW11er Street neighbourhood . 

The revised development proposal proposing vehicle access from Gilley Road has been reviewed 
and approved by Transportation Division staff. Minor upgrades involving 6.1 m road widening 
and provisions for a 1.5 m paved pathway (interim) on the south side of Gilley Road are 
proposed along Gilley Road, which also does not involve extensive modification to the existing 
watercourses and habitat. 

Staff Comments 

Policy Planning 
The revised 35 unit townhouse development, with vehicle access provided from Gilley Road, 
complies with the Hatnilton Sub Area Plan (Lower Westminster Area) designation for residential 
redevelopment on the subject site. 

Transportation 
The applicant ' s transportation consultant reviewed the establishment of a vehicle access to the 
development from Gilley Road in coordination with Transportation Division staff. As a result of 
this review, minor upgrades are proposed to Gilley Road, which is supported for use by the 
proposed development. 

Engineering Planning 
A servicing capacity analysis to review City systems has been completed and approved by the 
City with no upgrades identified. All works to tie-in to City stonn, water and sanitary systems 
are required to be done in accordance with the approved capacity analysis. A Servicing 
Agreement is required to be completed as a rezoning consideration for the proposed development 
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for the design and construction of off-site road works and upgrades (i.e., RathbW11 Drive/Tumer 
Street connection; Gilley Road works) and on-site pedestrian pathway works. 

Environmental Sustainability 
Along the subject site's Gilley Road frontage, there is an existing 5 m wide RMA associated 
with watercourses on both sides of the road. The development's on-site pathway and off-site 
Gilley Road works has been located and designed to incur minimal disturbance to existing 
RMA's. 

As the above works will be undertaken within the 5 m R!v1A, the developer is required to engage 
a professional environmental consultant to review all proposed works and include 
recommendations for mitigation and enhancement of the RMA where applicable. All works 
within the RMA and proposed mitigation/enhancement measures is required to be approved by 
the Department of Fisheries and Oceans. The Servicing Agreement will include the RMA 
mitigation/enhancement strategy, as approved by DFO. 

Description of Works and Requirements for Revised Development 

TI1C following sections highlight new works and rezoning considerations associatcd with the 
proposed 35 unit townhouse development and summarizes the original rezoning considerations 
to remain in place (based on the rezoning considered at Public Hearing on May 16,20 II). 

Gilley Road Upgrades 
Completion of a Servicing Agreement (prior to final adoption of the rezoning) is required to 
design and construct the following road cross-section along Gilley Road from the development's 
vehicle access to Westminster Highway: 

• Minimum 6.1 m wide asphalt driving surface. 
• Minimum 1.5 m wide asphalt pedestrian pathway (interim) along the south side of the 

road and north of the existing watercourse with appropriate pavement markings 
and/or delineators for the walkway and tie-in to the top~ofbank of the canal. 

• Minimum 0.6 m wide gravel shoulder tie-in to the existing watercourse on the north 
side of Gilley Road. 

On-Site Pedestrian Pathway 
A new east-west running pedestrian pathway along the north edge of the subject site (adjacent to 
the Gil!ey Road frontage) is proposed. Tills will be a permanent pathway established on the 
development site cOIU1ecting to the proposed north-south running pathway proposed along the 
western edge of the site. The "L" shaped walkway will facilitate a connection from the 
completed portion Rathburn Drive, through the development site and onto the interim pathway 
established along Gilley Road through the associated upgrades. 

To secure this pathway through the development site, a 4.5 m wide public-rights-of-way 
statutory right-of-way is required as a rezoning consideration along the entire west and north 
edge of the subject site and the Servicing Agreement wiU address design and construction. The 
pathway design will consist of a minimum 2.5 m wide hard surface pathway with appropriate 
landscape buffering. The public-right-of-passage statutory right-of-way will be required to be 
registered with Land Titles to allow public access for pedestrians, cyclists, scooters, wheelchairs 
(motorized and non-motorized) and similar types of non-vehicle related means of transport. The 
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agreement will also specify that the maintenance of the surrounding landscaping and related 
elements (fencing) along with the general upkeep of the pathway (i.e., snow, ice, debris removal; 
walkway upkeep in a safe condition) will be by the future strata corporation. The City will 
maintain the hard surface portion of the walkway. 

To accommodate this walkway along the north edge of the development site, townhouse units 
are setback 7.5 m from Gilley Road to allow sufftcient space for the 4.5 m pathway right-of-way 
and front yard space for the residential units. 

The 1.5 m wide pathway established off-site along the south side of Gilley Road that provides a 
connection from the public pathway established on the subject site out to Westminster Highway 
is a interim measure to facilitate improved connections (for pedestrians and other non-motorized 
means of transport) to the area east of Westminster Highway/Gilley Road intersection 
(containing the community centre, elementary school and commercial services). The long-term 
solution is to establish a pathway located solely on development sites to the east that would run 
adjacent to Gilley Road between the subject properties and 'Westminster Highway (similar to the 
east-west running public pathway proposed in this townhouse proposal). Once a contiguous 
public pathway has been established on development sites that connect from the north-south 
running walkway (from Rathburn Drive) to Westminster Highway, the interim pathway on 
Gilley Road can be removed and the entire paved road width can be utilized for vehicle travel. 

New Rezoning Considerations 
The following is a summary of new rezoning considerations resulting from the current 
townhouse proposal (refer to Attachment 7 for a consolidated list of new and existing rezoning 
considerations for the proposed development). 

• Through the City's Servicing Agreement process, design and construct road upgrades 
along Gilley Road from the vehicle access to the site to Westminster Highway to 
establish a 6.1 m wide asphalt driving surface, 1.5 m wide asphalt pathway, appropriate 
delineation measures between the road and pathway and gravel shoulders on both sides of 
the road. 

• Registration of a legal agreement to secure the 4.5 m wide public-rights-of~passage 
statutory right-of-way for a pedestrian pathway running along the entire north edge of the 
site along with design and construction of the pathway to the appropriate standard 
through the City's Servicing Agreement process. 

Rezoning Considerations that Remain Unchanged from May 16, 2011 Public Hearing 
The following is a summary of existing rezoning considerations that remain unchanged and 
attached to the development (see Attachment 7). These rezoning considerations are required to 
be completed prior to final adoption of the rezoning amendment bylaw. 

• Consolidation of the three subject sites and land dedication (approximately 12.2 m wide) 
for the southern portions of22560 & 22600 Gilley Road for the Rathburn Drive/Turner 
Street connection. 

• Registration of a legal agreement to secure the 4.5 m wide public-rights~of-passage 
statutory right-of~way for a pedestrian pathway running along the entire west edge of the 
site. 

• Submission and approvaJ of a Servicing Agreement to design and construct: 
o The Rathburn Drive/Turner Street connection. 
o Public pathways (north-southleast-west). 
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o Removal of all existing driveway culvert crossings along the subject site's Gilley 
Road frontage and installation of a new culvert crossing along Gilley Road for the 
townhouse development. 

o Installation of an oil grit sump infrastructure associated with the on-site drainage 
system to filter stonn water from the development site. 

o RMA mitigation and enhancement for all works in or adjacent to the RMA along 
Gilley Road, based on the environmental consultant's recommendations and 
approved by the Federal Department of Fisheries and Oceans. 

• Voluntary contributions (in the applicable amount) to the City's affordable housing, 
public art and cash in lieu of indoor amenity space fund. 

• Registration of the appropriate legal agreements to: 
o Secure a Flood Plain Covenant (with a minimum FCL of3 .5 m). 
o Secure the ALR landscape buffer along Gilley Road. 
o Restrict the conversion of off-street tandem parking areas to habitable space. 

• Approval from the Ministry of Transportation and Infrastructure. 

Summary Analysis 

Modifications to the townhouse site plan have been undertaken to remove the access from 
Rathburn Drive/Turner Street, implement an access to Gilley Road at the northeast corner of the 
site and provisions for a public pedestrian pathway running along the north edge of the site 
(adjacent to Gilley Road) cOlUlecting to a public pathway proposed along the west edge of the 
site. 

Revisions to provide access to the development from Gilley Road responds directly to 
neighbourhood concerns about routing oftraffic through the single-family residential area south 
of the site. This townhouse project will not result in any additional traffic volume in this 
neighbourhood and improves the existing road network through the new Rathburn Drive/Turner 
Street connection to be completed by this development. 

Use of Gilley Road for vehicle access to the townhouse site has been reviewed and approved by 
Transportation Division staff. Minor upgrades will be undertaken to slightly widen the paved 
driving area and create a interim public walkway on the south side of the road while also taking 
into account the existing RMA's to ensure road works result in minimal impact to the 
watercourses. 

In response to comments arising from the May 16, 2011 Public Hearing, the following has been 
confinned: 

• 2~3 m of temporary fill material will be placed on the subject property as part of the 
preload site preparation for the proposed townhouse development. 

• No piling will be undertaken as part ofthe site preparation. 
• A townhouse development will result in less permanent fill/soil materials placed on the 

site when compared to a single-family subdivision and redevelopment. 
• The existing grade difference of the subject site being approximately 3 m below the 

higher grades of the road and dwellings to the south along Rathburn Drive and Turner 
Street benefits the proposed townhouse site plan as the change in elevation enables the 
first floor of the units fronting the future Rathburn Drive to be concealed; therefore 
resulting in 2 storey massing immediately adjacent to existing residential dwellings . 
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• This approach to site preparation and minimum amounts of permanent fill placed on 
property to raise elevation responds to concerns from the neighbourhood about impacts of 
fill and piling methods and related disturbances to surrounding properties. 

Conclusion 

The proposal to rezone the subject site to TO\·vn Housing (ZTll) - Hamilton zoning to permit a 
35 unit low-density residential development has been revised to respond to the neighbourhood 
concemS and Council refenal arising from the May 16> 2011 Public Hearing. Staff support the 
revised rezoning application. 

Kevin Eng 
Planner 1 

KE:cas 

Attachment 1: Location Map 
Attachment 2: Preliminary Site Plan and Building Elevations 
Attachment 3: Development Application Data Sheet 
Attachment 4: Copy of Staff Report Considered at May 16, 2011 Public Hearing 
Attachment 5: Diagram of Grade Differences on Subject Site 
Attachment 6: Public Correspondence 
Attachment 7: Rezoning Considerations 
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City of Richmond 
6911 No. 3 Road 
Richmond, BC V6Y 2CI 
www.richmond.ca 
604-276-4000 

Development Application 
Data Sheet 

RZ 06-344606 Attachment 3 

Address: 22560, 22600 and 22620 Gilley Road 

Applicant: Kaiman Enterprises Company Ltd. 

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

EXisting I Proposed 

Owner: Kaiman Enterprises Ltd. No change 

Site Size (m2
): 

. 6,441 m~ for combined three 5, 776 m~ (consolidated lots minus 
properties road dedications) 

Land Uses: Single-family zoned lots - vacant Low-density townhouses 

Small and Large Lots Single- • Complies with Townhouse 

OCP Area Plan Designation: 
Family Residential ; Two Family Residential. 
ReSidential; Townhouse • Complies with 25 units per 
Residential; & Institutional acre maximum 

Zoning: Single-Detached (RS1/B) Town Housing Hamilton (2T11) 

Number of Units: N/A - Vacant 35 units 

Other Designations: Riparian Management Area - 5 m 
No change 

along Gilley Road frontage 

On Future 
Bylaw Requirement I Proposed I Variance Subdivided Lots 

25 upa identified in 
Density (units/acre): Hamilton Area Plan - 24 upa none permitted 

Lower Westminster 

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

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

Setback - Gilley Road Front Yard 
Min. 6 m 7.5 m none em): 

Setback - Rathburn Drive Front 
Min.6 m 

Yard (m): 
6m none 

Setback - Side & Rear Yards (m): 
None 4.5 m none West 

Setback - Side & Rear Yards (m): 
None 3m none 

East 

Height (m): 10.6 m 9.73 m none 

Off-street Parking Spaces -
70 (R) and 7 (V) per unit 70 (R) and 7 (V) per unit none Regular (R) / Visitor (V): 
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Tandem Parking Spaces: No provisions 

Amenity Space -Indoor: nJa 

Amenity Space - Outdoor: 6 m2 per unit 

Other: N/A 

35 stalls parked in 
tandem 

Cash -in -I ie u 

variance 
uested 

none 

none 

---------------------------------------------------------------------------
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COpy OF MAY 162011 PUBLIC HEARING 
ATTACHMENT 4 

To: 

From: 

STAFF REPORT 

City of Richmond 
Planning and Development Department 

Planning Committee 

Brian J. Jackson 
Director of Development 

Report to Committee 

Date: March 3D, 2011 

File: RZ 06-344606 

Re: Application by Kalman Enterprises Co. Ltd. for Rezoning at 22560,22600 and 
22620 Gilley Road from Single Detached (RS1/B) to Town Housing (ZT11)
Hamilton 

Staff Recommendation 

That Bylaw No. 8750, for the rezoning of22560, 22600 and 22620 Gilley Road from "Single 
Detached (RSlfB)" to "Town Housing (ZTll) ~ Hamilton", be introduced and given first 
reading. 

Brian J. ackson 
Director of Development 

BJ:ke 
Att. 

FOR ORIGINATING DEPARTMENT USE ONLY 

ROUTED To: . CONCURRENCE CONCURRENCE OF GENERAL MANAGER 

Affordpble Housing 

)110134 PH - 273 
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1vlarch -30,20'11 . RZ 06-3'44606 

OrIgin 

Kaiman Enterprises Co. Ltd. has applied to the, Ci ly of Richmond .for pe:h)'Ussion to' rezone 
22560,22600 .a,nd 22620 Gi1ley Road (A~tachmcnt 1) from Single-Detached '(RS:lIB) to Town 
Housing (ZTII) - Hamilton zoriing-in: order to permit (ievelopment of a.3 S'\,)nit townhouse 
project. 

Project Descrfptlon 

The subject pt'op.elt~~:s, located in 'the+IamiIWJ1 Area, are 'confained in ,the Lower Westminster 
Sub-Are-a'where land uses j>ermifa variety oflow~density residential developments. This project 
facilitates the co"mpletion ofRalhbitrti Drive ,and Tumer 'StreeUhat,would ser.v1ce th~ proposed 
townhouse, project and surroundi'ng single-family residel)ti'aI' S)lbdivision JJ;1 the' neighbourhood. 
YehiGle access to the' proposed to\miliouse, d;eveIQpment'will be from the n~w:ly-'cons4t'Ucted 
Rathbum Drive/Turner Stre,et connection. No vehicle access will be pi'ovided fl'otn GiHey Road. 
The project will have: tOWnhouse tmits frenting Gilley Road t6 the north and Rathburn ' 
DrivcITurrier S'treet to the south. Townhotlse bUildings r:ange-from ,duplex to' fOuiylex '3 storey 
Quilding typologie~ thf;tt are ,arrarig~dato,UU:Q a centrally located outdoor aJTlenity ,at'~a. Please 
refer to. Attachment 2 fot ·1;\ prei,il:pinary ~i~e, building eI~vation and laildsy~peplan. 

, , 

A, puqli.c p~d~s:0:i~n"1?,a~h~Y:f\l()ng t~e west side" of~llie ~sUbj.ePfsite }s heing),'e'cure'd through ,this 
'deVelopment. ThIS ~w,iU :enable·a·'dite'c.f tlOnnecf,hni. b.~tWe~h tlle't¢;slQelltHllsuQdlvisi'<5xUmo Ortley 
ltcYad;. wllich-wi:ll 'fa~Hitate iinpt:ov,ea pede;strian Illovem:e:pts:t9 'the ·commwllty'SePl.lc~s and 
sho1?p.i'ng centre 19c~t~dJo the 'e-asfQfW ~~tminster I~igh~~y, an~r Gill~y: R()~ap" iI)ie:rs~qtiQnj 

Fi,ndJngs of Fact 

A: Development Application Data Sheet ptoviCl'lng detaiJ'-s'abouHhe p,ropos:al is c,ontained in 
Attachment 3. 

Surround ing Development 

To the North: Properties zoned Agricultural (AG 1) in the ALR to the west and properties zoned 
Single~Detached (RS liB) to the east on thc nO'rth side of Gilley Road 

To the East: A lOW-density townhou.se development zoned '[own'Hpus'lng (ZTll)·- Hamilfon 
and pfOpettie$ zoned S1 ngle-Detached (RS 1 IF). ' 

Tq the:Soutn: Properti~~',~Qned, Sjngle-.oetached (RSIIB). " 
- - ~ 

. To the West: -Prop~tti~~ ,zOI),e'd Single-Detaclied'-(RSJfB). 

Relnted .Polici~S & $.tudJ(is: ,: ': . 
- , - . , 

'Official Commuruty:Pl~n - HamlIton8 .. ub,Area Plan 
The subject sites are located in Hamilton and subject to-the iand use poliCieS'aild ,deslgnafion's 
applicable to this s:ub area. ResIdential growth and r.edevelopment is perrn'itted in ,th¢ area of 
Hamilton that ls:genei'ally located south 'oIGHley' Road along, West;J;rl'l'nster Highway. , 
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This area is contained in the Lower Westminster Area Plan of Hamilton (Attachment 4), which 
identifies a variety of permitted residential land uses ranging from single-family) duplex and 
townhouse. The low-density townhouse project complies with the land use designation for this 
Area of Hamilton. 

The Lower Westminster Area Plan includes additional density limitations that range from 11 to 
25 units per acre (upa). The subject site's proposed density is 24 units per acre 'developed at a 
floor area ratio of 0.6.' This complies with the area. plan and is consistent with the development 
density of a number of recent townhouse projects that have been constructed in the area. 

A 700 unit maximum is also identified in the Lower Westminster Area Plan applicable to all new 
residential development. Cw'rently, there are a total of 532 units that have been built (or 
approved fot' development through rezoning) in the Lower Westminster Area Plan. Based on 
this figure, the development proposal complies with the overaU lll1it maximum and permits 
additional growth (approximately 133 units) on the remaining properties that have not 
redeveloped. 

Agricultural Land Reserve Buffer 
The OCP also contains guidelines fOI' providing an appropriate buffer to developments that are 
adjacent to or across from the Agricultw'al Land Reserve (ALR). For this proposal, Gilley Road 
separates the subject site from the ALR area. The OCP guideline for buffers where there is a 
separating road requires a minimum 5 m (16.5 ft.) buffer dis_tance measured from the edge of the 
curb or road. The subject proposal's frontage along Gilley Road will generally be maintained 
with upgrades to install a 1.5 m walkway (existing open ditch/Riparian Management Area to 
remain). ,All buildings are also setback a minimum of 6 m (20 ft.) from Gilley Road. The 
combined width of the building setback and existing frontage to be maintained along the south 
side of Gilley Road enables sufficient space to meet OCP ALR buffer gu.idelines. The 
Development Pemlit application wiIJ detail the on-site landscape scheme to be implemented on 
lhe development site, 

Riparian Management Area 
A 5 m Riparian Management Area (RMA) exists along the subject site's Gilley Road f-rontage. 
The 5 m RMA is associated with a watercourse/canal located on the nort}1-flUd south sides of 
GiUey Road. The watercourse consists of an open canal where storm water drains from the road 
and fronting properties. Immediately fronting the development site, the open canal contains 
some existing mature trees, driveway crossings and existing shrubbery and vegetation. 

A survey has confinned the location of the 5 m RMA setback line (measured from top of bank). 
The site plan indlcates that no works associated with the townhouse development (buildings 
and/or landscaping) encroaches into the 5 m RMA. 

Forthcoming works along Gilley Road will likely be located within the 5 m RMA. These works 
are associated with the following: 

• Pedestrian walkway works on the south side of GHley Road and associated walkway 
crossing over the watercourse at the northwest corner of the development site. 

• Removal of existing driveway crossings. 

• Potential removal oftl"ees and vegetation. 
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Further review of the impact of these works along with any measures of protecti-on during 
construction on the RMA wUl be undertaken along with the necessary co AS u lta:ti 011 wIth ahd 
apptoval from external agencies (Department of Fjsheries and-Oceans) through the Development 
Permit and Servicing Agr~ementproce$s. RecQmmend~d x:nitigatiqn measure:s will also be 
examined as part oft~~RMA-a~~_e_s"sm~rit , 

Consoltati'On 

Agricu1tur~i.-Adv,is6ti, Committee(AA.c} : "", ,,: . - , " "' , 
The r:ezon:i'ng:-pr{}PQsat,:~~ref~o:e4 to th~ MG ~or ri-0.:eW,a,nd ·c_oinment in Nly 2.009 as.the 
subjectsit~ls 10Qat~_~ :adja-c_eht- to the )\gri~ultu(al 'L~i~l. 'R~sel'V~ (.AP~) lo'the -n011hwest.- -QPJey 
Roaq cummtly cQnsist~ of 1l: paved road,;;grav.eVgrass shoulders- and ditches on _both~ sldes that 
separates the :e~dstjng resid61tlala.evelopriieot to_-'the, south WEI' agl'ipu1tunil areas-to iherfortli. 
TheAAC had no objections to the,_projeot and supported the j)l'Oposeci'bufror area Within the 6 m 
setback along Gilley Road. Some concerns were noted- about1he alignment of the proposed 
pedestrLan pathway running along the we,st edge oJ the develQpme,nt, which would -increase the 
potential amount of pedestrian traffic adjacent to agricultural areas. 

Staff reviewed-the locatfoH of the pedestrian pathway through the si te based ,Oil AAC concerns 
and recommend -that the public-walkway be maintained on the west side_ of the sjte for the 
following reasons: 

~ Gjlley 'R6ad,p'rQvides, ali: existing separation between .the- development 'ana ,ALR 
lands . The road)_ !,n :cppjunchon wIth ~open 4:it~hes :on 'both' g~des~ serves ,as a 
significant b¢fer-to dis90urage potential trespassing. onto farlnland for pedestrians 
walking along Gilley Road. 

• An existing-walkway approximately 100 m west ofthe.subj.ectsites alrCfldy prev.ides 
ped_esttian access for the single-famHy residences south of'Gilley Road. The 
provlslonofa publicly: accessible w3Jkway tbro_ugh the"development sitewiJl 
porenti~Jl):' redl..l9e. the~?C'pps_ute di-stam~e b~tw~en f~:t1)lland and _pedestrians walking 
alon& Gil't,ey,R<la<:k:whiCfh wiD further,mjm'Ip.i;?;e opp,orLunitie$ tq trespass_ontq 
'agri~u.ltur'!l ~'~~~', _: ' - - . , ' 

• The propos~d locatipn_-_o.fthe wa!lswayon. the.we{>te,d~e 6f'the slte;l.$' the optimal 
, toc~tlon,to." ensqre_-~t~1.Jnxvisibility. and usage hypyqe,strians', 

Furth~r details about the: composition-of the walkway ,ahcl ALR (andscape buffer wiUhe, 
determined through the forthcoming,'bevelopment pe.rmit application~ which w-iil als-a be 
reviewed by the AAC: - . 

Public Input 

Correspondence Received 
Correspondenc_e identifying questions and concems,nbout the land use proposal and related 
impacts is contain~d in Attach-ment 5, Throl,lghoC\l the-processing, ofth:~ re,zoning application, 
stuff responded -tQ. a .number of inquiti~~wlAtipg ·to the statJ.]s, 9f ilie,~pp1ic",tion and ~oncelTIs 
about site wqr~~ ,and pr,cparation i9ti'~i~ies<9nth~ su~ect 'properties. ' 
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StaifJ~espon'se~:to .public CommentS", 
The folf~rwing~re's~frre,sppns.e,s.to 'CogceJ:O;s raised: in :tJ:le receiy.~d con:esponqeQ-Cy:; 

l17M3'i 

;. L<:l nd use is-so es anti ·growth,- The subj ed ·~ik.:is 10ca~ed 1,1 an ,are,a where. rcsidertual 
redevelopment has .peen approved in tlPcol'dance with the \lellS'ity'and unit/per tlcre 
figmes identified in the Lower Westminster'ponion oflhe Hamilton S-ub Aj'ea.'Plan. 

• Routing of traffic througll single-family residential neighhourhoo.d - The 
proponent has submitted a Traffic fmpact Assessmeht in relation to the reioning 
application> which has also heeoTeviewed and approved by the Transp,ortation 
Division. . 

Tbea.sses,Sinen('cqn.~.Iud~d th~~ the propose'a acc~.s{-fi-orrr!he· I:l~wl.Y cons~¢te4 
Rathp1J~n. DrivelTurnet StI:yetJ and su,rrounding ,mad ne\!V():tk-i~ suff1cienf'to 
accomtnodateJhe t0wMouS'e ,developmelrt: . 

C~ncei'ns were 'also rioted ab~f1t the intersectiO'nat McLean Avenue .and We'stminstel: 
HighwaYf which is·one offu~ ·'aCces~/egres's pbtrits 'tO ; ~Uid frqhl the l1e·i~hoo.~tho:Od·:and . 
to.WtihCJtis.e:siJ~.; th~ sign(l,l at McLean Avenue and We~(IJ1ins~el',High.w!lY Was. 
recently upgrad~d fo a fully 'stgn~lized ·itrtimection to minimiz~ q.ueuing along 
McLean'Avenue and improve traffic improvements in and out..orthe J1eighbourhood. 

• GlUey Road (Access, parking l)nd pedestrian wa1kway) ..:...,conc:erns were noted 
abou1 use of Gilley Road as an access 'and, parking to the townhouse development. 
The vehicle access will be 'from the south ofthe':subject 'site tttrough the .newly 
c·onstruct.edRathbmn Drive and Turner Stfl!et. Vehicles willllOt travel ,dewn Gilley 
Road tofte.cess the toWDhouse site. The.-s,ubjeqt deyeloPl11ent also has 7 on-site vj~itor 
parking stalls, which complies with:Gity requirements. 

A pedestrian pathway will. be provided along the GiHey Road frontage that connects 
to the::noith-'so"uth pathway lo-cated'0h the: west side"Q-fthe site. These Wqr'ks'wiJI 
facilitate improved pedest:ria'n infrastruc~ur{dor: traJel from' ~h~single-'f8.l~ily 
residentia.I neighbomhoo..d and townhouse s,ite ]0 :th~ CQrpmer~iA1 shoppfug centre, 
community ccnh~e a,nd elementary scp.oollocE!-ted q~ the e~~t .. sid~ of Giney 
RoaCf!W estminster I-lighway intersection. 

• FQ'l'theoming Constrpcti,an Activi~es '- Concems were also noty~ abo,l;It the, impl'!9t 
of cdnS~1'Uttioll actiVities, geo~technical Jssues, site preparation -all'd':Gollstruction 
reiated~ tJ:af£ic :..' , 

In, r.ela~ioll. ro:,.cor'lc~i'n$ 'a,b()tl~ vibr<lt~ort,s and·telat~4 'impacts ,to sUf;f~JUn.ding prop.~riies. 
dile to' .construc#on actiVities;associ.ated with site fo~n;datioriwofk~ th~ .proponent'has 
conspl~ed ~. geoJechfJie.al engineer. Thel~~ i~ :~ :signific~t drop ' in ·elevation, 
(approiimat"ely:2.Sm ):.froni ;the gr~.des o:tRathh'6:nt, Dtiy~ ,at th.e. southern porth:m '0-[ 
the site to Gilley Roq,d to the no~th. As a. result, the :oveta:1I' deyelbprrient plan utilizes 
the existjnggr~de difference to. minimize signinc<#1t rnodiJ'i'cation.s to the subject 
site's elevation. The pl'oponenthas indicated ·that the fOllnqation for the tbW11bollses 
will involve a concrete base pomed over piles. To address these concerns, the 
applicant has indicated that piling activities will be monitored by a: geotechnical 
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cotlsult1lntwho will also. wcrk with concerned neighbours to 'set up appropl':iate 
sensors,De;p'en~ing on ~ibratiO.n gen,erated. from. con.~!r1;lytl(ln: ac(:ivitie~, measures can 
be 'takeli to' rriinirn:ize .iInpact (Le., pre:"auger pile. hcles) .. 

, , 

Neighbourhood resi~enfs·aIs·o noted c-o'riierns ,relateo to 'the cohd:itiqh ,cfpropertles 
,and site: p~,¢pat~ticJ{ activiti~ tB.at::Q"(~ctU1·¢d tlu;oi.igh, ;th~ Pl·O.¢'~sjrrg . O.f the re:~onihg 
,al'plicailpnc ,In ~001~Jhe. applicant ob~illed, the n~~ssaJY p~J:Q:1itStQ demcl~sb-the 
existing 1~ee single:-fan:ti:Jy dwellings oo 't!te SUbj'eotiSite due' to' site secutity, 
vanda.lisrnand trespassing. 

ConstructiO.n traffic and parking wiH be. addressed through the "Traffi'c and Parking 
Plan' During Constructicn'" plan that is-requitetl to' be submitted ~nd approved to the 
TranspcrtatiO.n Divisien priQr to' issuance of the btlildingpermit. 'This r>lan.will 
address ccnstruction parking, deliveri.es and lO.ading along with any requested road, 
clesures. 

Examination of Iss.u.es and AnaJy~rs 

. Land Use P...-djacency 
The· ~1.lITQU!Idjng lat)d. ~s.e~ cqt;I~ist of~' mix of ~ingle~famjly dwellings andtcwri4c~se~, Publi,9 
j'O.OO sefbacks·;along GiUey Road·and Ralhburri.Ddv.e"(td be c.cnstrilcted) wiU be a minimum of 
6 ,ni; whldt:is-cohsi"s'tent wIth surr.O:jindingr~si:d·eiftiaf .. de\1'elopmeI1ts. Side·and tear yartt setbacks 
thro:&~out the to wnhQuse' Site, t:angeftoJn-3 m ((Of slde ,y~r:d ~dJ~9~nci¢&) :apd 4.5 ,m: (tot rear . 
yards)~ whiCh prO.vi'~e.:sl;lfficien:t·,~dQ~~ks. toI}.e.ighb.O.U1jng'·sit~:: ' . .. 

Transportation . 
Theproj,e'ct will facilitltte:the .cO.rl'l-pletion.and,colinectioh O.flfathhtirn Drive to .Turne(Street, . 
which will also be the·p'rimru-y vehicle access to the townhcuse .deveJ.0pment ~jte artnesou,th end 
of the property. A Tr:affiQ Impa:ct Asses!'ment was submitted :and apprO.ved hy the TrallSpo.rtation 
Division in sUPPO.lt cfthe tewnhouse deVelopment tha,t concluded that the exis,ting'surmunding 
road network was suffi~ient to accO.mmodate traffic generated 'by the proj ect. 

The towlmeuse project prO.vides, two p:arking stalls for 'each tcwnhouse 'tmit with a total cJ 
7 visitor parkil'lg stalls, which'cbmplies- with zcning 'oylaw requirements. 70 parldng stalls' are, 
proposed in tandeQ,lanangement, which will requii'e a variance to be revkwed thro\lgh the 
Development Petro-it". A -restrictive, ccvenant to ensme that tandem parking spaces are. net 
converted to living spaces,is 'requii'ed to be. registered o~ title as ,arezoriing consideraticn. The' 
fi-rternal .drlve-aLsle i-s arrang~d to ,!l.Cc·ommodate'loadll1g and fire-truclc turning m:ov~mt<nts 
thrcugheut th~ townhous,e preject. . 

Road lmprovements 
Completion and connection of Rathburn Drive and Turner Street"wiIi also 'be facilitated thrO.ilgh 
this prcject. The southern porticn (approximatelY. 12-.2m wide}0f~i560' and 22600 Gilley- Road 
will be dedicated to ailo.w ror e'on~sliuctio'n of the~lie-eessai'y road.wor,l<:s. 'rh~ dedic~tion and 
works willfal;ilitale completion of a.municlpaL.standard-road wj.thin, a 1}.·rh wiae rcad right-of
way (8.5 .rrtP~v.ed' Ioad; CU1'b .~q gu.tter. 1.5 m sidewalk and 'related City services). The, design 
an'd .constf.uctiO.n, of'the foad :werks will he,thtough:thc. CIty's standardserv.ici'rtg agreement. No. 
Develol?ment Ccst Charge (DeC) credits are , applica:ble, t~. the: jdendfied tdad,:Werks. Land 
dedication ang l'Oa4WO.l'k censtr:uction. (tln:oQ~h;a':Servipi~g Agreement) <are rezcning 
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conside:ratilm:s to he ,cOIrlplcted as, part ofthi$developmen((A-itachme_nt () - -Consolidated list of 
RezQning COnSiderations) 

An undeveloped ,road erid currcntIyexists'adJacerit to- the-southeast ctlrne:r ohhe,subject site. 
This road end is not ~equired forthe connectio_n 'of Rathburfl Drive',or TUrner 'Street 'or for the 
extension of:ther;treet furtJler to the east. Updn'red~velopmentl' Qedicatio-n ,and-l'oadwork 
associated with the s_ubject siteAhis, dedicated road endwi1l rt;:main witJ1..thepo1ential to develop 
i,nto a single-family -dweiling~(cun;entfy zoned RSIIB): . .Ifini~atedjn the future;_ disposItion of 
this_de-dicafud-rQad;'cbd 'will be ,Uitdefttikenhy the Real Estate Serv.rces, Division in-accordance 
wi tIl the - appliciQ~e :Qdutn"irpro-yess:~ - -

-Pedes:tiiart Impr6veme:nts 

North-South:Public Walkwqy _, : , 
A pUblic pedestdan p-athway on the west side oftbe development site is being se:cu'roo through a 
public rights~of~passage (PROP) statufory right~of-way (ROW) to f~cilitate the implementation 
of a north-south walkway connecting Rathburn Driye with Gilley Road. The public rights-of 
passage statutory right~of-way will be 4.5 m; wide and secured as a rezoning consideration. 
Implementation and construction of the public walkway will be through a ServicingAgre'eJnent 
(secured as a l'ezoning considemtion). The walkway design will consist.of a minimum 2;5 m 
wide hard surface,pathway with landscape buffering oneaqh ,side. The public l'ight-of~passage 
statutory ri,ght~of-way will be req~\ired to be registered with Land Tilles to alluw_pubJic access 
for pedestrians" cyefists, scoo[ers .. wheelchairs (motodZe'd-and n_on-motoiiz&l)' and' sJrriiLar-1ypes 
of'"i1br1-vehlcle r~lated lneaocS o.:f-tran.sphtf. J'he:ag-rc¢luent.Willatso ,sp~cif:~ribattM ma:intehWlce 
oHbe surrbundingJan(fs,~apiJig -anq: r~lgfud -~e:leme:tlt~:(i.~.-",f¢nCi~g) along with gel):e,:al upkeep 9:f 
the.waJkw~y (i-.e~', _ShOWjcice},debrl§'_ferilOva1;w~kw~y 'm~eep i~ 'a sa(ec,onditio~}~iIl b~ by the 
fl,J~re stni~ cqrpQr~iil1)l,l. The-City wHkmaintain 'the ha'rd sui1'ace p0!-ii'O~ . of tlie,walkway. 

Public- Watkwqy--.Gliley Road .. ... . . . ._ 
Wofks iii-ong the:subject 'site"s GijleyJtoad fr6ntage:.;,iire'··~i1so;prQp:6sed;ast)ait 6fthis 
tlevdopm~rii proposal to jmpl'ov.y peq'es(Uiui ~lated iofraSilJictuh~.Establisfunep.t of a separated 
pedesh;ian walkway along'Gilley Rqaq will conne~t. ~o the public north-sotith:running walkway 
through the development site. PedestrIan related upgrades along GiIle~i'will facilitate improved 
movements to' the area east of-Giney RoadlWestminster Highway Jfltersection,.-which is- a foc,us 
of yommerci~l, community and sthool activities:fQr the:,Hamilton .Area. 

Along th~ subject site'-sfrontage) wOlks wjJ} involve development ofa i.5 ni wid.e-asphaH 
walkway 'on the south side of GiUey Ro~d, which :wi.l1 he ~ep:aratea..f~qm traffic,by a,n ,appropriate 
concrete extruded curb. These works are contained within the CitY's ej{istiIig . .ro·ad allo';iancc 
and 'will be completed. through. a SCi'VicingAgreement. 'When the area to the:west 6fthe subject 
properties tede'lilop, the remainder of the pedestrian walkway w-Orks along Qilley'Jtoad t:othe 
fnteesection at Wes.tmmster I:Hghway will be :jtnplemente4. 

Engineering Capac.ity Analysis 
Engineel'i!1g-capacity analyses have byen cOlXtpleted, and approved, for City storm, water ana 
sanftitry-sewer systems. Based orl.the:flhdingscapacity ,ahal¥s_es,existing 'City systems- have 
sufflcient capacity to acc.ommodate the proposed development. All Works to tie-in to City storm, 
water and sapitary systems arc-required to be don~ in, accorqanc<?,witlr the appr<:>ved capacity 
analysis_. . --
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Flood' Construction Level 
, 'The Flood C~nstructi0t1 Level 'ii> 3,.5 'm on the su,l?ject site. As a result, a Flood Plain Covenant is 

required to be regIstered on 'title thatidentiflesa minimum Flood, ConslructfoilL~vel of 35 Hi. 

Servicing Agreement 
Completion and '~pproval ora; Servicing Agre.ement is a rezoning consideration attached to the" 
project. This servicing agfeenlent wifl address works assoc'iated with 'the. design, and const.lllction 
of: 

• Roadwork associated with tJle Ratllburn Drive and Turner Street- connection. 

• A 4.5 '01 wic,le public pedestrian ~thway ,arong the development s.ite)s wes.t properly 
Hne (with, appropriate culvert-cross-ing). ' , 

• A 1:5' ill wide separat~d. ,p\:lbli~ p~qes.trian walkway alo~g"the soutli side,of Gliiey , 
Road. 

. .- . 

• Rem~val 'GfanY',existing:'di'iveway culvert ciossings along the ,subJect 'sitej,s GHley 
Road ftonlage; , , , 

• Insmf1atipn, Of ~n oil 'and grit sumJdnfiasiiu~ture associated' wi'th the on .. site;drainage 
system to filter storm water from, the developtn;ent s:ite. 

• Any"additional R.M:A mitigation and en'hancementworks based on the review by the 
approp'date' professional consultant 'and conditions asso'ciated with envlrorunental and 
Department of Fisheries and Oceans approval. 

ALR Landscape Buffer 
A landscape buffer is proposed along the' subject site's Gilley Road TI'ontage as a result of the' 
ALR adjacency to the nOTthwest. A more detaiJed landscape buffer scheme will be developed 
through the forthcoming,Development Permita.ppli~ati:on . As a condition ofr~ZG,n.i~g; a 
I:eStd,ctive c.ovenat)twlU be regi~ter,ed OJ) (i~lethai i,Ilclicates l~d,s,caping .impl~epted: along the 
noit:Q;:s.1q~ 9f th~ citwelopment sit~"s :QHlc~ ,B;9ad [tontage ~nnotbe removeloii tno-4ffiid ' , ' 
Witho1Jt 'Gity approva1. The coveriatit.;wouid identify that the. I ahdsc"ape , plabtihg Is ~ intended.to 'be 
"a , h.ttffer~ tb mitigate" the impacts, Qf' I).ois~~ d\lsi and'odoW' gene1'a~d, n'om .typ{~a( .farin :a9tivlties. 
A.,b 'lli. 's,etbaik alo'rig GineY:Road ,~nables spffi,ci,entspa~e: to)'mpl¢meJlt t'he',nec,essary Iandsc,ape' 
buffh, .. 

Tree Reterition and Removal" " 
A cree survey and accompanying arborist report was subm'ftted arid reviewed by City staff. A 
summary oJ.tree removal and retention is provided i'n the foHowing table: 

On"S ,i~a , bylaw 
sized trees 

.3110734 

17 Q 34 tree.s 
All on·slte to' be 
removed' have 'bee 11 
r.ecomme.l'lC!e.d for remQval 
byjhe .con.sultmg arborist. 

• 6 fre.es' recommended for 
removal have been Identlfied' 

eelth and 
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suitable for retention. 
• 11 trees recommended for 

removal have been identified 
In poor health and within the 
Qro~osed building locatlons. 

Off-slte Trees 8 TBD TBD Trees within City road allowance 
(Gilley Road) also within RMA. To be . 

reviewed through Development 
Permit and Servicing Agreement 
application. 

Off-site Trees Cedar To be N/A Tree protection zone fencing to 
(Neighbou ring hedgerow retained be installed 
Jotsf 

Based on the condition oftl'ees, supporting arborist report and overall site plan, a majority of on
site trees will be removed. A total of 34 trees will need to be replanted for compe11sation. A 
preliminary landscape plan has been submitted to indicate that the minimum number of 
compensation trees can be accommodated within the development site, Review and finalization 
of the landscape plan will be undertaken in thc forthcoming Development Permit application. 

Affordable Housing 
The subject rezoning was submitted In 2006 prior to the approval of the City'S cun'ent 
Affordable I-lousing Strategy in May 2007. As a result, the City's Interim Affotdable I-lousing 
Strategy applies to the development proposal that requires a voluntary contribution of $0.60 per 
square foot of developable density. The developer has agreed to submit a voluntruy conh'ibutiol1 
for cash~in lieu in the amollllt of$22,388 based on the provisions of the Interim Affordable 
Housing Strategy, which will be se'cured as a rezoning consideration for the subject application. 

Indoor and Outdoor Amenity Space 
An outdoor amenity space is provided in a central location on the development ~ite and meets 
size requirements based on the number of units in the project Further design refinement and 
landscaping details will be reviewed through the forthcoming Development Permit application. 

A voluntary contribution has been agreed to by the developer to provide cash-in-lieu of dedicated 
indoor amenity space. The contribution is based on $1,000 per unit ($35,000 total contribution 
based on 35 units). The voluntary contribution is being secmed as a rezoning consideration. 

Public Art Program 
The developer has agreed to a VOlunt81Y contribution to the City's Public Alt FtUld. The 
contribution is based on $0.60 per square foot of developable density ($22,388 total 
contribution). The voluntary contribution is being secW'ed as a rezoning consideration. 

Development Permit Application 

A Development Permit application will be required to undertake a review of the overall 
architectural form and character of the project, landscaping and urban design. The Development 
Permit application is required to be processed to a satisfactory level to fulfil the rezoning 
considerations attached to the proposal. 
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Specific issues for this project to be examined through the Development Permit application are 
as follows: 

• Finalized design of the ALR landscape buffer along Gilley Road. 

• Finalized design of the public walkway running along the west edge of the site. 

• Opportunities to implement measures to improve sustainability (i.e., permeable 
pavers, native plantings, enhancements to the RMA). 

• Mino]: variances for any proposed building projections into setbacks. 

• Environmental and Department of Fisheries and Oceans approval for works. within 
RMA and recommended mitigation/enhancement measures. 

Financial Impact or Economic Impact 

None. 

Conclusion 

The application to rezone 22560, 22600 and 22620 Gilley Road to permit the development of 35 
townhouse units complies with the OCP land use designation for the area and is similar to other 
forms of multi-family housing in the Hamilton Area. Staff l'ecommend support of the rezoning 
application. 

Kevin Eng 
Planner 1 

KE:cas 

Attachment 1: Location Map and Ai-r Photo 
Attaclunent 2: Conceptual Development and Landscape Plans 
At1achment 3: Development Application Data Sheet 
Attachment 4: Hamilton - Lower Westminster Sub Area Plan 
Attachment 5: Public Correspondence 
Attachment 6: Rezoning Considerations Concurrence 
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Eng, Kevin 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 
Subject: 

Hi Wendy, 

Eng, Kev'ln 
Friday, 15 July 2011 13:48 
'Wendy Walker' 
MayorandCou ncillors 
RE: 22560/22600/22620 Gilley Road Rezoning (RZ 06-344606) 

ATTACHMENT 6 

Thank you for the email emphasizing your previous concerns and the additional comment about stability of home 
foundations in the neighbourhood. 

At the public hearing, these concerns were brought up by other residents and as a result, the issues surrounding soil and 
fill conditions in the neighbourhood and specific to the proposed project are to be reviewed by staff and the applicant and 
addressed in any forthcoming application to be considered by Council, 

Regards, 
Kevin Eng 
Policy Planning 
City of Richmond 
P: 604-247-4626 F: 604-276-4052 
kenq@richmond.ca 

From: Wendy Walker [mailto:wgwalker@shaw.ca] 
Sent: Friday, 15 July 2011 11:20 AM 
To: Eng, Kevin; Wendy Walker 
Cc: MayorandCounciliors 
Subject: Re: 22560/22600/22620 Gilley Road Rezoning (RZ 06-344606) 

Dear Kevin, 

Sorry - I meant to also mention that another main concern that brought everyone together at the 
meeting mentioned below was potential damage to homes in the area that might occur during the 
building process, Those present stated there are homes in their area that are sinking and some 
owners have had their homes slab jacked to stabilize them while others have visible signs of 
sinking. It was also mentioned that some properties have their homes and or yards sinking down 
towards the proposed development. During the parts of the discussion I was able to be part of this 
was discussed as a major concern far more than traffic flow or parking. This is definately a concern 
for us as stated in earlier communications. 

Regards, 

Wendy Walker 

----- Original Message -----

It:.rC?Il'!,:·WendytWalker 
To: Eng, Kevin 
Cc: MayorandCounciliors 
Sent: Thursday, July 14, 2011 4:05 PM 

1 PH - 41



Subject: Re: 22560/22600/22620 Gilley Road Rezoning (RZ 06~344606) 

Dear Kevin, 

Thank you for your reply. I was very disappointed when I learnt that the local residents who came 
to the last meeting focused their concerns only on the traffic routing. Just prior to the meeting at 
City Hall, there were a group of residents including myself that came together via email as we all 
had concerns about the townhouses. It was agreed we should all meet and I was asked by Carrie 
Murray to hold it at my house. 

It was originally meant to discuss concerns that the the size of the townhouse development in the 
middle of single family homes was inappropriate. The question of access onto Gilley Road came up 
as an option to Turner and I said I was advised that access would definitely be via Turner which was 
also noted on the documents you had forwarded. There were many comments from those present 
about lack of parking in front of their homes when more than one neighbour had a family gathering 
at the same time. In addition, they all commented on the great many secondary suites in the homes 
in that area. As we live on a cui de sac I didn't see this as a major concern to perhaps have friends 
park 1/2 block away - it is a fact of life for us and many. 

Even though everyone present spoke great English and I was the only person in the group that did 
not speak Chinese, the conversation switched largely to Chinese. I was asked if I thought the city 
would listen if they were vocal enough and I said I believed yes. I was than asked if I would draw 
up a petition as they said most people in the area would not come out or may not have enough 
English to understand the issue but they could get them to sign something. In good faith I did this. 
The final petition was translated to Chinese but the wording was also changed from what I put 
together and of course I don't know what the actual translation says. I don!t know how many 
signatures were turned in via the petitions but I would question the validity of these. 

Again, when I walk or drive through the area in question around Turner, there is always has plenty 
of street parking, easy access for passing, and very little pedestrian traffic. I have also noticed 
most driveways are also usually empty though they have room for at least 2 cars each. 
Given how quiet this area is, the width of the streets, sidewalks and available parking it is hard to 
believe that Gilley could ever be considered an option. I would suggest that everyone in concern 
take a road trip to see this section of Gilley Road if they havenl already done so. Especially when 
school is back in and the foot traffic increases, I cannot invision how Gilley could ever work as an 
option. 

Regards, 

Wendy Walker 

2 PH - 42



Subject: RE: 22560/22600/22620 Gilley Road Rezoning (RZ 06-344606) 

Hi Wendy and George Walker, 

Thank you for the email and communicating your obseNations about the streets in the area and concems about use of 
Gilley Road by the proposed townhouse development. 

The rezoning application was referred by Richmond City Council at the May 16, 2011 Publ'ic Hearing with the direction 
to address a number of the concerns raised at the meeting , Two specific issues raised at Public Hearing are the routing 
of traffic through the neighbourhood and providing access to the proposed development from Gilley Road, 

Staff and the applicant are in the process of reviewing these issues raised al Public Hearing by area residents and 
Council. 

The rezoning application is required to proceed through the statutory rezoning process (including a Public Hearing), 

Your email will be included in any forthcoming report on the application so that Council is aware of your comments and 
concerns, 

Regards, 
Kevin Eng 
Policy Planning 
City of Richmond 
P: 604-247-4626 F: 604-276-4052 
kenq@richmond.ca 

From: Wendy Walker [mailto:wgwalker@shaw.ca] 
Sent: Wednesday, 13 July 2011 12:02 PM 
To: Eng, Kevin 
Cc: MayorandCounciIlors; PlanningDevelopment 
Subject: Re: 22560/22600/22620 Gilley Road Rezoning (RZ 06-344606) 
Importance: High 

Dear Kevin, 

We were shocked to recently hear from a realtor that the re20ning of 22560/22600/22620 Gilley Road (RZ 06-3'l~606) is going ahead with the traffic now 

being diverted to Gilley Road. This Is completelv contrary to what we have been sent in attachments from the city. We have been 
verballv told in the past that Gilley was not an option. 

The onglnal documents state that all traffic will be diverted via Turner Street. In speaking with the dty they also advised that Once the dead end near 
Turner was completed it would actually create a greater traffic flow on Turner. 

We have heard complaints from reSidents on Turner and surrounding streets not wanting the 
additional traffic. They stated it was because many of their homes have secondary suites and in 
addition the majority have regular, large family gatherings that place a demand on parking. 
We have made it a point over the past several months to walk and drive through that area at 
various times of day and night on a very regular basis. It is a very quiet street and area. There 
is always has plenty of street parking} easy access for paSSing, no traffic blocks and very little 
pedestrian traffic. 

Turner and other streets in that subdivision are 29.9 feet wide AND in addition they 
also have sidewalks that add to the safety of pedestrians. 
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Gilley Road is only 16 feet wide with no sidewalks and virtually no parking. It is difficult 
for two vehicles to often pass each other especially if one is a truck or such. I live on Fraserbank 
Place but my kitchen window looks over Gilley. Over the years I have witnessed many close calls 
as pedestrians have no choice but to walk on the roadi" There is a lot of foot traffic on Gilley from 
the sub division above especially during the school season and there are no sidewalks and minimal 
shoulders to walk on. It is a dead end street and also popular with people racing mini bikes and 
such and most vehicles travel above the speed limit - garbage trucks are amongst the worst. 

The ditches are full of wild life including beavers and a year ago we found a dead beaver on the 
should that had been hit by a car. Gilley is already so unsuited to the amount of foot traffic given its 
width and other conditions it is unimaginable it could become a main access for the new homes. 

We would like to request an update on the status of the development and do understand it is likely 
to go ahead. However, Gilley Road at a mere 16 feet, with no sidewalks, the ditches etc. is 
absolutely the wrong street for access. We live on a cui de sac where many neighbours also have 
family gatherings and we manage. These events do not reflect the true traffic/parking conditions. 

Regards, 

Wendy and George Walker 
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Rezoning Considerations 
22560,22600 and 22620 Gilley Road 

RZ 06-344606 

ATTACHMENT 7 

Prior to final adoption of Zoning Amendment Bylaw 8750, the developer is required to complete 
the following: 

1. Consolidation of the 3 subject properties into one development parcel. 

2. Provide a 12.2 m wide land dedication along the southern most portions of22560 and 22600 
Gilley Road to facilitate a road right-of way with a minimum width of 17 m. 

3. Registration on title of a 4.5 m wide public rights-of-passage statutory right-of-way along the 
consolidated development site's west and north property line for the purposes of a public 
pedestrian walkway that includes the following provisions: 

a. A minimum 2.5 m wide hard surface walkway is to allow public access for 
pedestrians, cyclists, scooters, wheelchairs (motorized and non-motorized) and 
similar types of non-vehicle related means of transport. 

b. Maintenance of the surrounding landscaping and related elements (i.e., fencing) along 
with general upkeep of the walkway (i.e., snow, ice, debris removal; walkway upkeep 
in a safe condition) will be by the future strata corporation. 

c. The City will maintain the hard surface walkway. 

4. Submission of a report by a professional environmental consultant to review all proposed 
works in or adjacent to the existing 5 m RMAs. All works and mitigation/enhancement 
measures recommended by the developer's environmental consultant must be approved by 
the Department of Fisheries and Oceans prior to final approval of the Servicing Agreement. 

5. Submission and approval ofa Servicing Agreement* for the design and construction of the 
following works (No Development Cost Charge Credits available): 

3519618 

a. Rathburn Drive and Turner Street connection - works include, but are not limited to 
8.5 m pavement width, curb & gutter on both sides of the road, 1.5 m wide sidewalk 
and boulevard. Road works are required to match and connect with existing road 
standard implemented for Rathburn Drive and Turner Street. 

b. Pedestrian pathway within the 4.5 m wide public rights-of-passage statutory right-of
way running along the west and north edge of the consolidated development site to 
consist of a minimum 2.5 m wide hard-surface pathway, appropriate landscape 
buffering and fencing (i.e., 4 ft. maximum height). The design is also required to 
include a culvert crossing to Gilley Road at the northeast corner of the site in 
conjunction with the vehicle driveway access to the site. 

c. Gilley Road upgrades between the vehicle access to the subject site and West.minster 
Highway to achieve the following road cross section: 

1. Minimum 6.1 m wide asphalt driving surface. 

11. Minimum 1.5 m wide asphalt pedestrian pathway (interim) along the south 
side of the road and north of the existing watercourse. The pathway would be 
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delineated with pavement markings or other traffic devices (i.e., delineators or 
raised pavement markers). The 1.5 m wide pathway is required to be 
designed to accommodate vehicle travel. 

111. Appropriate tie-in to the top-of bank of the canal on both sides of Gilley Road. 

lV. Minimum 0.6 m wide gravel shouJder tie-in to the existing watercourse on the 
north side of Gilley Road. 

d. Removal of all existing culvert crossings along the subject site's Gilley Road frontage 
and installation of a new culvert crossing along Gilley Road for the townhouse 
development. 

e. Installation of an oil and grit sump infrastructure associated with the on-site drainage 
system to filter stOlID water from the development site. 

f. Inclusion of mitigation and enhancement works to the RMA along Gilley Road as 
recommended by the professional environmental consultant's report and approved by 
the Department of Fisheries and Oceans. 

6. Registration on title of a Flood Plain Covenant identifying a minimum Flood Construction 
Level of 3.5 m. 

7. Registration on title of a covenant that restricts the conversion of off-street parking areas to 
habitable space. 

8. Registration on title of a restrictive covenant that prevents the removal or significant 
modification of the 6 m wide landscape buffer screening along the development site's Gilley 
Road frontage, which is to be adequately maintained by the property owner for the purposes 
of mitigating against typical noise, dust and odour activities associated with adjacent 
agricultural operations. 

9. City's acceptance of a voluntary contribution of $22,388 ($0.60 per square foot of 
developable density) to the City's affordable housing fund. 

10. City's acceptance of a voluntary contribution of $22,388 ($0.60 per square foot of 
developable density) to the City's public art fund. 

11. City's acceptance of a voluntary contribution of $35,000 ($1,000 per unit) for cash-in-lieu of 
on-site indoor amenity space. 

12. Approval from the Ministry of Transportation and Infrastructure. 

13. Submission and processing of a Development Petmit completed to a level deemed acceptable 
to the Director of Development. 

Prior to issuance of the Development Permit*, the developer is required to complete the 
following: 
1. Submission of a letter of credit for the appropriate amount based on the approved 

Development Permit landscape plan for the subject site. 
2. Installation of tree protection fencing to the City's specification for the hedge located on the 

neighbouring property at the north-west comer of the site and engage a certified professional 
arborist to oversee, inspect and approve the installed tree protection fencing. 
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Prior to issuance of the Building Permit*, the developer is required to complete the following: 

1. Submission and approval of a construction parking and traffic management plan to be 
provided to the Transportation Division that includes location for parking for services, 
deliveries, loading, application for request for any lane closures (including dates, times, and 
duration), and proper construction traffic controls as per Traffic Control Manual for Works 
on Roadways (Ministry of Transportation and Infrastructure). The construction parking and 
traffic management plan is required to include the following provisions: 

a. No construction related parking or staging of trucks on Gilley Road or in the 
surrounding neighbourhood. 

b. Dedicated areas for construction staff parking on sites/areas secured by the developer 
for this purpose. 

c. Dedicated construction loading/staging areas on the subject development site. 

d. Construction vehicle access/egress is prohibited from utilizing Rathburn Drive or 
Turner Street. 

e. Construction vehicles will be required to travel at a reduced speed down Gilley Road. 

*Requires separate application submission 

[Signed original on file] 

Signed Date 
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City of 
Richmond 

Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500 
Amendment Bylaw 8750 (RZ 06-344606) 

22560, 22600 & 22620 GILLEY ROAD 

Bylaw 8750 

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

1. The Zoning Map of the Cjty of Richmond, which accompanies and forms PaIt of 
Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500, is amended by repealing the existing zoning designation 
of the following area and by designating it TOWN HOUSING (ZTI I) - HAMILTON. 

P .LD. 003-9 L L -985 
Parcel "A" (Explanatory Plan 29178) Lot 2 Section 2 Block 4 North Range 4 West New 
Westminster Djstrid Plan 5334 

P.l.D. 003-558-622 
Parcel A (RD14733E) Lot 1 Except: Part Subdivided by Plan 79860, Section 2 Block 4 
North Range 4 West New Westminster District Plan 5334 

P.I.D.OI0-724-915 
Easterly Half Lot 1 Except: Part Subdivided by Plan 79860, Section 2 Block 4 North 
Range 4 West New Westminster District Plan 5334 

2. This Bylaw may be cited as "Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500, Amendment Bylaw 
8750" . 

fIRST READING 

A PUBLIC HEARJNG WAS HELD ON 

SECOND READING 

THIRD READING 

MINISTRY OF TRANSPORTATION 
AND INFRASTRUCTURE 

DEVELOPMENT REQUlREMENTS SATISFIED 

ADOPTED 

MAYOR 
31R&212 

APR 2 6 2011 

MAY 1 6 2011 

CORPORATE OFFICER 

CITY OF 
RICHMOND 

APPROVED 

# 
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Send a Submission Online (response #690) Page 1 of2 

MayorandCouncillors 
T 0 ~liC Hearing 

Date: ~ \ "6 ~ "")0 n.t 

From: City of Richmond Website (webgraphics@richmond.ca) 
~omt~ Ro: J .,? 

Sent: June 14, 20128:21 AM 

To: MayorandCounciliors 

Subject: Send a Submission Online (response #690) 

Categories: 12-8060-20-8750 - 22560/22600/22620 Gilley Rd - RZ 06-344606 

Send a Submission Online (response #690) 

Survey Information 
Site: City Website 

Page Title: Send a Submission Online 

URL: http://cms.richmond.ca/Page1793.aspx 

r Submission Time/Date: 6 114120128:25:11 AM --

Survey Response 

Your Name: Wendy Walker . 

Your Address: 4525 Fraserbank Place 

Subject Property Address OR RZ 06-344606 
Bylaw Number: 

We wish to speak at Mondays hearing and 
also to submit the following written concern. 
We were shocked to receive a Notice of 
Public Hearing regarding the rezoning of 
22560/22600 /22620 Gilley Road (RZ 06-
344606) with vehicle access being diverted to 
Gilley Road. This is completely contrary to 
what we have been sent in attachments from 

'61':,0 

l%?fR/Cf( 
the city. We have been verbally told in the "'.... DATE ~O 
past that Gilley was not an option. The c} ':f;. 

0 
original documents state that aU traffic will be 
diverted via Turner Street. In speaking with JUN 1 4 ZOIZ 
the city they also advised that once the dead 

I~ ~ 
end near Turner was completed it would 
actually create a greater traffic flow on Turner. ~C RECEIVED '<~ 
Residents on Turner and surrounding streets ~E:RK'S 0<' 
say they do not want the additional traffic 
because many of their homes have secondary 
suites. In addition some say they have 
regular, large family gatherings that place a 
demand on parking. We have made it a point 
over the past several months to walk and 
drive through that area at various times of day 
and night on a very regular basis. It is a very 

06/14/2012 
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Send a Submission Online (response #690) 

Comments; 

06114/2012 

quiet street and area. There is always has 
plenty of street parking, easy access for 
passing, no traffic blocks and very little 
pedestrian traffic. Turner and other streets in 
that subdivision are 29.9 feet wide AND in 
addition they also have sidewalks that add to 
the safety of pedestrians. Gilley Road is only 
16 feet wide with no sidewalks and virtually no 
parking. On Gilley, it is difficult for two 
vehicles to often pass each other especially if 
one is a truck or such. We live on Fraserbank 
Place and our kitchen window looks over 
Gilley. Over the past 20 years plus, I have 
witnessed many close calls as pedestrians 
have no choice but to walk on the road. There 
is a lot of foot traffic on Gilley from the sub 
division above and it is the main access for a 
great many school children walking and biking 
to school as well as other residents. There are 
no sidewalks and minimal shoulders to walk 
on. Parking is very challenging for the homes 
already there. It is also a dead end street and 
at times is also popular with people racing 
mini bikes and such; many vehicles travel 
above the speed limit on this little dead end 
stretch - Canada Post and garbage trucks are 
amongst the worst. The ditches are full of wild 
life including beavers and a year ago we 
found a dead beaver on the should that had 
been hit by a car. Gilley is already so unsuited 
to the amount of foot traffic given its width and 
other conditions it is unimaginable it could 
become a main access for 35 new homes. 
We would like to request an update that 
everyone involved come to view Gilley and 
Turner to see the differences. Gi lley Road at a 
mere 16 feet, with no sidewalks, the ditches 
etc. is absolutely the wrong street for access. 
We live on a cui de sac where many 
neighbours also have family gatherings and 
we manage. These events do not reflect the 
true traffic/parking conditions. Again , from the 
beginning, the city advised that once the dead 
end near Turner was completed it would 
actually create a greater traffic flow on Turner 
and the subdivision was designed with this in 
mind. Regards, Wendy and George Walker 

Page 2 of2 
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City of Richmond 
~~~~",~. Planning and Development Department 

To: 

From: 

Planning Committee 

Brian J. Jackson, MCIP 
Acting General Manager, Planning and 
Development 

Report to Council 

Date: April 23, 2012 

File: RZ 10-516267 

Re: Supplemental Report: Application by Western Maple Lane Holdings Ltd. for 
Rezoning at 9160 No.2 Road from Single Detached (RS1/E) to Medium Density 
Townhouses (RTM3) 

Staff Recommendation 

1. That Bylaw No. 8769, for the rezoning of 9160 No.2 Road from "Single Detached (RS liE)" 
to "Medium Density Townhouses (RTM3)", be fOlwarded to Public Hearing, to be held on 
Monday, June 18,2012; and 

2. That the Public Hearing notification area be expanded from the standard 50 m radius to 
include the area shown in Attachment 14 of the Report to Committee dated June 17, 2011. 

e~ft~:~ 
Acting General Manager, Planning and Development 

BJJ:el 
Art. 

ROUTED To: 

Affordable Housing 
Transportation 

FOR ORIGINATING DEPARTMENT USE ONLY 

CONCURRENCE 

Y cit>(D 
YC¥N 0 
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April 23, 2012 - 2 - RZ 10-516267 

Staff Report 

Origin 

Western Maple Lane Holdings Ltd. has applied to the City of Richmond for permission to rezone 
9160 No.2 Road (Attachment A) from Single Detached (RSI/E) to Medium Density 
Townhouses (RTM3) in order to permit the development of 18 three-storey townhouse units on 
the site with vehicle access from Maple Road. 

Background 

A Report to Committee (Attachment B) on the subject rezoning application was taken to 
Planning Committee on July 5, 2011. The Committee endorsed the staff recommendation to 
forward the subject application to Public Hearing but requested infonnation on potential 
signalization at the corner of Maple Road and No.2 Road. 

Prior to Public Hearing, the applicant decided to revise the proposed and requested to have the 
application removed from the Public Hearing agenda. The application was therefore deleted 
from the September 7, 2011 Public Hearing agenda and referred back to staff. 

Tills supplemental report is being brought forward now to provide infonnation regarding 
signalization at the comer of Maple Road and No.2 Road, a discussion on vehicle access to the 
proposed development, a summary of revisions made to the project, and the result of the second 
open house for the proposed development held on March 29,2012. 

Findings of Fact 

Please refer to the attached updated Development Application Data Sheet (Attachment C) for a 
comparison of the proposed development data with the relevant Bylaw requirements. Please 
refer to the original staff report dated June 17, 2011 (Attachment B) for infOlll1ation pertaining 
to related City's policies and studies, pre-Planning Committee consultation process and result, as 
well as staff comments related to tree retention, site servicing, and frontage improvements. 

Review of Transportation Issues: 

Signalization at the Comer of Maple Road and No.2 Road 

Typically, new traffic signals are funded through the City's Road DCC Program and prioritized 
based on the Transportation Association of Canada (T AC) Signal warrant Analysis. 

Based on the T AC analysis, it is found that a traffic signal is not warranted at this location. The 
anticipated traffic volume generated by the proposed 18 unit townhouse development will result 
in only a marginal increase and the intersection will continue to perfOlm adequately with the stop 
control operation. However, staff recognize that the likely ultimate signalization at the 
intersection will be required in the future due to growth. Currently, the eastbound left-turn 
traffic on Maple Road does experience some delays during the morning peak period due to 
commuter traffic on No.2 Road. 

In light of the developer's commitment for the design and construction of the traffic signals, staff 
can support signalizing the Maple Road intersection as part of this development to stop traffic on 
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No.2 Road for local access from Maple Road and help to address neighbourhood concerns 
related to traffic delay. 

As a condition of rezoruog, the developer is committed to enter into a standard Servicing 
Agreement for the design and construction of the No.2 Road/Maple Road upgrades with full 
traffic signals, complete with audible pedestrian signals (APS). The works will include but not 
be limited to: roadway widening, utility relocation, reconstruction of Maple Road on the east and 
west leg, pavement markings and signage changes. In order to detelmine the requirements of the 
Servicing Agreement for the design and construction of off-site works, a functional plan 
including road dimensions and road cross sections for all approaches is required. All proposed 
transportation and traffic improvements are subject to review and fmal approval of the Director 
of Transportation and the Director of Engineering. All works to be provided at developer's sole 
cost with no applicable DCC credits. 

Vehicle Access 

Site Access on Maple Road 

Residents from the single-family neighbourhood east of No. 2 Road (on Maple Road, Martyniuk 
Place, and Romaniuk Drive) have expressed concerns about the location of vehicle access to the 
townhouse development on Maple Road. They feel that the increased traffic generated by the 
townhouse development would increase the delay at the No.2 Road and Maple Road intersection 
during peak hours. 

Site Access on No.2 Road 

Residents from the adjacent senior apartment and the users of the church to the south object to a 
No. 2 Road driveway for the proposed townhouse development. A letter from the Christian 
Reformed Senior Housing Society (Attachment D) and a petition from the Tapestry Church 
with 121 names was submitted (Appendix I). They feel that the proposed dl;veway would be too 
close to their shared driveway, making it more difficult to enter and exit their shared driveway, 
posing a safety concern. In addition, the nine (9) units in the senior apartment that look out over 
the proposed driveway would be impacted by the noise, exhaust fumes, and bright headlights at 
night from vehicles using the driveway. 

In addition to the comments from the area residents, staff considered the following factors when 
reviewing the two possible site access locations: 

• The hierarchy of roads, i.e., their functions and capacity. No.2 Road is classified as an 
Arterial Road while Maple Road is classified as a local road. 

• The distance of the proposed driveway from the intersection and other driveways. 

• Tree preservation and it benefits to the neighbourhood. At least two (2) additional 
bylaw-sized trees and four (4) under-sized trees that were identified for retention would 
be removed to accommodate vehicle access off No. 2 Road 

• The gain and/or loss of on-street parking spaces. 

• The applicant's proposal to upgrade the existing Special Crosswalk at the north leg of the 
No.2 RoadfMaple Road intersection to a full traffic signal without requiring any City 
roads DCC funding. 
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Upon reviewing both site access options, Staff concluded either an access on Maple Road or No. 
2 Road would be workable. 

Review of Proposed Revisions: 

Entry Drivewav on Maple Road 

The applicant has considered relocating the entry driveway from Maple Road to No.2 Road. 
Based on the comments received from the neighbourhood, the applicant proposes to keep the 
entry driveway on Maple Road; however, the proposed driveway location has been shifted west 
to reduce potential impacts on the neighbouring property to the east. 

Site Layout 

The site layout has been revised (Attachment E). The developer is now proposing six (6) 
duplex units with a pedestrian walkway along the east property line. The duplexes will be set 
back 6 m from the east property line and a hedgerow will be planted along a portion of the east 
property line to provide backyard privacy for the neighbouring property to the east. 

All proposed units fronting on Maple Road are now in duplex fonn, creating a similar massing 
and character as the adjacent single-family developments. In addition, the four-plex in the 
central part of the site has been split into two (2) duplexes, the free standing electrical rooms 
a10ng the south yard setback have been removed, and the outdoor amenity area has been 
relocated to the Maple Road frontage. 

Same as the original proposal, every unit has two (2) side-by-side parking spaces. A total of four 
(4) visitor parking spaces are provided throughout the site, including one (1) accessible parking 
space. The applicant has indicated that eight (8) of the double car garages are deeper than usual 
and each of these garages may accommodate up to three (3) compact vehicles. 

Detailed design of the project, including site design, architectural fonn, and landscaping, wjH be 
reviewed at the Development Permit stage. 

Consu Itation: 

Petition Received August 31, 2011 

In addition to the comments letters attached to the Report to Committee dated June 17,2011 
(Attachment B), 213 petition letters (with 447 signatures) in opposition to the proposal was 
submitted on August 31, 2011 (Appendix II) . A sample petition letter can be found in 
Attachment F. 

Open House March 29,2012 

The applicant held a second public Open House on March 29, 2012 at the Thompson Corrununity 
Centre. An Open House flyer was sent by mail to the owners and residents of over 140 
neighbouring properties. Approximately 57 people attended representing 49 households in the 
City, in which J 9 households are located within the notification area and an additional 6 
households are located within the immediate neighbourhood bounded by Francis Road, 
Wood wards Road, Gilbeli Road, and No . 2 Road. Staff attended the Open House as observers. 
Comment sheets were provided to all the attendees and 43 responses were received (Appendix PH - 54
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III). A copy of the Open House Swnmary prepared by the applicant is included in Attachment 
G. A mapping of the responses received at the open house can be fmmd in Attachment H. The 
survey result is as follows: 

• 16 attendants from 15 households within the notification area oppose the proposal; 

• 4 attendants [mm 4 households within the immediate neighbourhood (bounded by 
Francis Road, Woodwards Road, Gilbert Road, and No.2 Road) oppose the proposal; 

• 1 attendant from a household within the immediate quarter section support the proposal; 

• 20 attendants in 16 households in Richmond, but outside of the immediate quarter 
section, support the proposal; and 

• 2 attendants did not indicate whether they support or oppose the proposal. 

Most attendants who oppose the proposal feel that nothing has changed since this application 
was forwarded to Planning Committee in July 20 II. The concerns raised by these attendants are 
similar to the comments received on the ftrst row1d of consultation. 

Petition Received April 12, 2012 

Pursuant to the second open house, a second petition from the area residents with 196 petition 
letters (350 signatures) in opposition to the proposal was submitted on April 12,2012 (Appendix 
IV). A sample petition letter can be found in Attachment L A mapping of the households in 
opposition to the proposal is included in Attachment J. Staff have subsequently met with 
representatives of the neighbourhood group to review the revised proposal and answer questions. 

Public Input 

A copy of the petitions and comment sheets from the second open house (Appendix I to IV) has 
been compiled into a binder. Copies of the binder have been placed in the Councillor's lounge 
for City Council reference and also at the City Hall infonnation desk for public viewing. 

A list of major concerns raised by the area residents is provided below, along with responses in 
italics: 

1. The single-family residential character should be maintained. 

The subject townhouse development is not the first multiple-family development on this 
block of No. 2 Road bef\.!!een Maple Road and Woodwards Road. There is an existing 4-
storey seniors' apartment building located to the immediate south of the subject site. The 
subject site, along with the properties on both side of No. 2 Road, between Francis Road 
and Woodwards Roads, is identified for townhouse development under the Arterial Road 
Redevelopment Policy in the Official Community Plan (OCP). Townhouse developments 
are limited to properties fronting onto arterial roads, such as No. 2 Road, and are not 
envisioned in the internal subdivision. 

Duplex units are being proposed along the Maple Road frontage to create a massing and 
character similar to the adjacent single-family homes. 
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2. The proposed density is too high; 18 units are too many. 

Please see Analysis section for the discussion on the proposed density in term of Floor 
Area Ratio (F.A .R.). The City does not restrict the number of units, as long as the 
proposal complies with all zoning requirements. 

3. The proposed three-storey buildings are too tall. 

The Arterial Road Redevelopment Policy permits 3-storey height (above the Flood Plain 
Construction Level (FCL)). In order 10 address the adjacency issue and to preserve 
mature trees on site, the proposed development will be built on existing grade, which is 
approximately 1.37 m below the FeL, 0.80 m below the No.2 Road sidewalk elevation, 
and 0.25 m below Ihe existing Maple Road elevation. The groundjloor will befor 
parking only and no habitable area is permitted. A low sloped 4-in-J 2 roof is proposed 
to keep the apparent building height along the fronting streets as low as possible. The 
proposed buildings will appear to be 2~ storeys above the FCL, which would be similar 
in height as the newer/future single-family homes on Maple Road. 

4. Four (4) visitor parking spaces are not enough for 18 townhouse units. The proposed 
development would create parking and traffic problems on Maple Road. 

The proposal includes two (2) side-by-side parking spaces per unit and a total offour (4) 
visitor parking spaces on site, which is in compliance 1;l'ith the bylaw requirement. 

At present, no parking is permitted on both sides of No. 2 Road but there is no restriction 
along Maple Road. With the new traffic signal and the proposed development in place, no 
parking should be allowed on the south side of Maple Road between No. 2 Road and the 
proposed site access. From the site access to the easterly property bounda,y, it is feasible 
to accommodate three (3) on-street parking spaces on the south side of Maple Road. On
street parking on the north side of Maple Road is very limited due to the existing property 
driveways. 

The applicant has indicated that some of the garages may accommodate up 10 three (3) 
compact cars (see Alternate Parking Plan in Attachment E). The developer has also 
agreed to explore the opportunities to provide additional visitor parking stalls on site at 
Development Permit stage. 

5. Increased traffic generated by the townhouse development would make the already 
problematic intersectlon at No.2 Road and Maple Road more dangerolls. 

Transportation Division staff have conducted field traffic counts and performed an 
intersection operational analysis as part of their review; the applicant has retained Bunt 
& Associates to prepare a Traffic Impact Study. Both Transportation Division staff and 
the Traffic Impact Study concluded that the proposed development would have a 
inSignificant traffic impact 10 the existing operations at the No.2 Road and Maple Road 
intersection; the existing vehicle access to No.2 Road is within the existing roadway and 
intersection geometry. 

In addition, as part of the development, the pavement on Maple Road along Ihe site 
frontage will be widened to provide additional travelling space on Maple Road. 

Furthermore, the provision offull traffic Signal at Maple Road and No.2 Road will allow 
traffic making left turns out from Maple Road with the protection of sigYUllizalion. PH - 56
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6. The proposed traffic light on Maple Road is too close to Francis Road. 

The Maple Road approaches carry very moderate traffic volumes; the introduction 0/ a 
new traffic signal at jld.aple Road will not adversely impact traffic progression along No. 
2 Road currently through Maple and Francis. Final signal timing plans can be worked 
out in the detailed design stage to optimize traffic progression and minimize vehicle 
delays. The new signal at Maple will improve existing traffic conditions at the 
intersection by providing protected pedestrian crossings across No. 2 Road and adequate 
capacity for Maple Road left-turn traffic to No.2 Road northbound. 

7. The diverters on Maple Road will be removed in the future. 

While some residents suggested removal 0/ the existing diverters on Maple Road at 
Romaniuk Drive (between No.2 Road and Gilbert Road) to ease traffic congestion at the 
No. 2 Road and Maple Road intersection, many have concerns that such removal will 
create serious safety issues in the neighbourhood 

Transportation Division staff noted that the existing mid-bock closure ofJUaple Road was 
instated several years ago in response to concerns raised by residents regarding speed 
and traffic short-cutting on Maple Road. Opening up the Maple Road link between the 
two (2) arterial roads will create a potential/or a significant increase of traffic volume 
and speed on J\1aple Road, impacting the intersection at No. 2 Road. The diverters would 
still be required to manage traffic levels and speed in the area. Therefore, the removal of 
the existing diverters are not recommended. 

Analysis 

Official Community Plan (OCP) Compliance 

The proposed development is consistent with the Development Permit Guidelines for multiple
family projects contained in the Official Community Plan (OCP). The proposed height, siting 
and orientation of the buildings respect the massing of the existing single-family homes to the 
north and cast and the apartment building to the south: 

• 

• 

• 

• 

The proposed 3-storey townhouses will be built on existing grade, so their 3-storey 
appearance will be somewhat lessened. The proposed top floor is also about the same 
height as the second floor of the adjacent seniors' apartment. 

The site grade along the east property line will be raised to achieve the minimum Flood 
Construction Level (FCL). The duplexes along the east property line are considered 2Y2 
storey in height above the FCL. Thereby, the interface with single-family along the east 
property line is considered in compliance with the Arterial Road Redevelopment Policy 
in terms of building height and setback. 

Units are laid out along the No.2 Road and Maple Road to provide a pedestrian scale 
along the street fronts. Duplex units with direct street entry are proposed along Maple 
Road, creating a coherent streetscape with the existing single-family homes on the block. 

The rest of the townhouse blocks on-site are laid out with an east-west orientation to 
provide view corridors (north-south) from the adjacent seniors' apartment. 

These proposed design features will be controlled through the Development Permit process. 
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Medium Density Townhouses (RTM3) 

The proposed zoning (RTM3 with a maximum density of 0.7 FAR) and the proposed density 
(0.675 FAR) complies with the Low-Density Residential land use designation contained in the 
Official Conununity Plan (OCP) for development on the City's arterial roads. Densities above 
the base density, for townhouse development along arterial road, of 0.6 floor area ratio (FAR) are 
usually considered in conjunction with development sites in close proximity to a Community 
Centre and/or Neighbourhood Service Centre. The subject site is across from a local commercial 
site and is within walking distance to the Blundell Shopping Centre (approximately 650 m). To 
qualify for the proposed density and to satisfy the requirements of the RTM3 zone, the applicant 
IS: 

• Preserving eight (8) bylaw-sized trees and four (4) under-sized trees on-site, as well as 
protecting all trees on adjacent properties, located in proximity to the development site; 

• Providing a voluntary contribution to the Affordable Housing Strategy reserve fund; and 

• Providing at least one (1), possibly two (2), convertible units which are designed to 
accommodate a vertical lift. 

Development V. ariances 

The proposed development is generally in compliance with the Medium Density Townhouses 
(RTM3) zone. Based on the review of revised site plan for the project, no variance is being 
requested. 

Desilm Review and Future Development Permit Considerations 

A Development Permit will be required to ensure that the development at 9160 No.2 Road is 
sensitively integrated with adjacent developments. The rezoning conditions will not be 
considered satisfied until a Development Permit application is processed to a satisfactory level. 
In association with the Development Permit, the following issues are to be further examined: 

• Guidelines for the issuance of Development Pennits for multiple-family projects 
contained in Section 9.3 (Multiple-Family Guidelines); 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 
• 

• 

Detailed review of the site plan to ensure a 4.3 ill minimum vertical clearance is provided 
over the entire 6.7 m width of the internal drive aisle and that comer cuts are provided at 
the intemal intersections on-site; 

Opportunities to provide additional visitor parking stalls Oil site; 

Detailed review of the site plan to ensure semi-private space is distinguished from private 
spaces including the design and location of visitor parking; 

Detailed review of building form and archi tectural character including eJimination of 
significant projections into required yard setbacks as well as unit design that facilitates 
conversions of garage area into habitable space; 

Unit entry design with respect to CPTED principles; 

Review of site grade to ensure the survival of protected trees and to enhance the 
relationship between the first habitable level and the private outdoor space; 

Ensure there is adequate private outdoor space for each unit; and PH - 58
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• Landscaping design, site grading, and enhancement of the outdoor amenity area to 
maxlnllZe use. 

Conclusion 

The proposed 18-unit townhouse development is consistent with the Official Community Plan 
(OCP) regarding developments along major arterial roads and meets the zoning requirements set 
out in the Medium Density Townhouses (RTM3) zone. Overall, the proposed land use, site plan, 
and building massing relates to the surrounding neighbourhood context. The applicant is 
proposing to upgrade the No.2 Road/Maple Road intersection with full traffic signals, complete 
with audible pedestrian signals CAPS), to address concerns raised by delegations to Planning 
Committee related to traffic. A Transportation Functional Plan wW be ptovided prior to the 
Servicing Agreement stage to determine ultimate transportation and traffic improvements. 

Further review of the project design is required to ensure a high quality project and design 
consistency with the existing neighbourhood context, and this will be completed as part of the 
Development Permit application review process. 

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

While the proposal generates significant concerns from the immediate neighbourhood, the 
proposal does address all of the concerns raised and is in compliance to the City'S Arterial Road 
Redevelopment Policy. The subject site is specifically identified in the OCP for multiple family 
development. On this basis, staff recommends support for the rezoning application. 

( - ----, 

Edwin Lee 
Planner 1 
(604-276-4121) 
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ATTACHMENT B 

City of Richmond 
Planning and Development Department Report to Committee 

To: 

From: 

Planning Committee 

Brian J. Jackson, MCIP 
Director of Development 

Date: June 17,2011 

File: RZ 10-516267 

Re: Application by Western Maple Lane Holdings Ltd. for Rezoning at 
9160 No.2 Road from Single Detached (RS1/E) to Medium Density 
Townhouses (RTM3) 

Staff Recommendation 

1. That Bylaw No. 8769, for the rezoning of9160 No.2 Road from "Single Detached (RSIIE)" 
to "Medium Density Townhouses (RTM3)", be introduced and given first reading; 

2. That the Public Hearing notification area be expanded from the standard 50 m radius to 
include the area shown in Attachment 14; and 

3. That Bylaw No. 8769 be forwarded to a Special Public Hearing, to be held on Tuesday, 
] uly 26, 2011, at 7:00 p.m., in the Council Chambers. 

rian ckson, MeW 
Director of Development 

EL:blg 
Att. 

ROUTED To: 

Affordable Housing 
Transportation 

32134 \8 

FOR ORIGINATING DEPARTMENT USE ONLY 

CONCURRENCE CONCURRENCE OF GENERAL MANAGER 

Y~D 
YuYN 0 
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Staff Report 

Origin 

Western Maple Lane Holdings Ltd. has applied to the City of Richmond for permission to rezone 
9160 No.2 Road (Attachment 1) from Single Detached (RS lIE) to Medium Density 
Townhouses (RIM3) in order to pennit the development of 18 three-storey townhouse units on 
the site with vehicle access from MapJe Road (Attachment 2). 

Findings of Fact 

A Development Applica60n Data Sheet providing details about the development proposal is 
attached (Attachment 3). 

Surrounding Development 

To the North: Across Maple Road, existing single-family dwellings on large lots zoned Single 
Detached (RS lIE); 

To the East: Existing single-family dwellings on large lots zoned Single Detached (RS lIE); 

To the South: Four-storey senior apartment building (three-storeys over parking) zoned Medium 
Density Low Rise Apartments (RAMI) and Christian Refonned Church Of 
Richmond on a large piece of property zoned Assembly (ASY); and 

To the West: At the southwest comer of No. 2 Road and Maple Road, a commercial retail 
building on a property zoned Local Commercial (CL); at the northwest corner of 
Maple Road, a recently approved 3-10t subdivision on a site zoned Single 
Detached (RS liB) fronting on Maple Road. 

Related Policies & Studies 

Arterial Road Redevelopment and Lane Establishment Policies 

The Arterial Road Redevelopment Policy is supportive ofmultip1e family residential 
developments along major arterial roads, especially in locations such as the subject site, which 
are within walking distance of commercial services and where public transit is available. 

The subject site is a large single-family lot fTOnting No.2 Road with a lot depth much deeper 
than a standard single-family lot in the area. This site is identified for townhouse development 
under the Arterial Road Redevelopment Policy and the proposed development is generally 
consistent with the Policy. While this proposal is the first townhouse development proposal on 
the east side of No. 2 Road between Maple Road and Woodwards Road, the proposal is not the 
first multiple family development on the block as there is an apartment building for seniors 
located to the immediate south of the site. It is noted that there is a predominant presence of 
other previously approved townhouses along the east side of No. 2 Road between Woodwards 
Road and Williams Road. It is envisioned that the rest of the single-family and duplex lots on 
this block between Maple Road and Woodwards Road could be redeveloped for multiple family 
residential under the Arterial Road Redevelopment Policy in the OCP. 
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Floodplain Management Implementation Strategy 

The applicant is required to comply with the Flood Plain Designation and Protection Bylaw 
(No. 8204). In accordance with the Flood Management Strategy, a Flood Indemnity Restrictive 
Covenant specifying the minimum flood construction level is required prior to rezoning bylaw 
adoption . 

Affordable Housing Strategy 

The applicant proposes to make a cash contribution to the affordable housing reserve fund in 
accordance to the City's Affordable Housing Strategy. As the proposal is for townhouses, the 
applicant is making a cash contribution of $2.00 per buildable square foot as per the Strategy; 
making the payable contribution amount of $47,003.23. 

Public Input 

The applicant has forwarded confirmation that a development sign has been posted on the site. 
There has been significant interest from the neighbouring residents regarding this proposed 
rezoning. Staff have received: 

• Two (2) support letters from two (2) households on Romaniuk Drive and Gilbert 
Crescent within the immediate quarter.-section, and one (l) support letter from a 
household in the King George/Carnbie Neighbourhood (Attachment 4); 

• Eight (8) opposition letters from nine (9) households on Maple Road, Mactyniuk Place, 
No.2 Road, and Rarnaniuk Drive (Attachment 5); and 

• A petition with 37 signatmes from 33 households within the immediate neighbourhood in 
opposition to the proposed development (Attachment 6). 

Concerns expressed by the public include changes in neighbourhood character, increased 
density, increased traffic, parking, safety at the No.2 Road and Maple Road intersection, tree 
preservation, building height, and loss of privacy. 

Open House 

The applicant has conducted public consultation regarding the rezoning application through a 
public Open House on March 15, 2011 at the Richmond City Hall. An Open House flyer was 
hand delivered by the applicant to over 140 neighbouring single-family homes (see 
Attachment 7 for the Notification Area). Approximately 19 people attended representing 12 
households of neighbouring residents. Staff attended the Open House as observers. Comments 
sheets were provided to all the attendees and 16 responses were recei ved . A copy of the Open 
House Summary prepared by the applicant is included in Attachment 8. An updated petition, 
with a total of 192 signatures from 148 households, was submitted to the City in April, 20 II 
(Attachment 6). 

A mapping of the petition, including all written submissions, is included in Attachment 9. A list 
of major concerns raised by the area residents is provided below, along with the responses in 
bold italics: 

3213418 PH - 64



June 17,2011 - 4 - RZ 10-516267 

1. The proposed density is too high; the single-family residential character should be 
maintained. 

(The subject townhollse development is Itot thefirst multiple-family development on 
this hlock of No.2 Road between MapLe Road and Woodwards Road. There is an 
existing 4-storey seniors' apartment building located to the immediate south of the 
subject site. The subject site, along with the pl'operties on both side of No. 2 Road, 
between Francis Road and Woodwards Roads, is identified for townhouse development 
under the Arterial Road Redevelopment Policy in the Official Community Plan (OCP). 
Townhouse developments are limited to properties /ronting onto arterial roads, such as 
No.2 Road, and are not envisioned in the internal subdivision. 

The developer has agreed to explore the opportunities to break the townhouse block 
fronting Maple Road down to duplexes or triplexes, at the Development Permit stage, 
to make the form and massing of the townhouses more compatible to the existing 
single-fami!y developments on Maple Road. The developer will also explore tile 
opportunities to shift the entry driveway on Maple Road westwards to reduce possihle 
impacts to tlte neighbouring single-family home.) 

2. Increased traffic generated by the townhouse development would make the already 
problematic intersection at No.2 Road and Maple Road more dangerous. 

(In order to address this concern, Transportation Division staff have conducted field 
traffic counts and pel/ormed all intersection operational analysis as part of their 
review,' the applicant has retained Bunt & Associates to prepare a Traffic Impact 
Study. Both Transportation Division staff and the Traffic Impact Study concluded that 
the proposed development would have· insignificant traffic impact to the existing 
operations at tlte No.2 Road and Maple Road intersection; the existing vehicle access 
to No.2 Road is within the existing roadway and intersection geometry. 

It is also noted that, with the pavement widening on Maple Road, two (2) outbound 
lanes to No.2 Road will be provided; this arrangement will provide additional capacity 
on Maple Road compared to the existing single outbound lane approach. 

Some residents suggested removal of the existing mid hlock closUl'e of Maple Road 
between No.2 Road and Gilbert Road to ease traffic congestion at the No.2 Road and 
Alaple Road intersection. Transportation Division staff !toted that this closure was 
instated several years ago in response to concerns raised by residents regarding speed 
and traffic short-cutting on Maple Road. Reinstating the Maple Road link between the 
two (2) arterial roads will create a potential for a significant increase of traffic volume 
and speed on Maple Road, impacting the intersection at No.2 Road. 

Some residents suggested installation of a traffic signal at the No.2 Road and 
Maple Road intersection. Both Transportation Division staff and the Traffic Impact 
Study concluded that a full traffic signal is not warranted at this intersection due to tlte 
projected traffic volumes.) 

3. The proposed development would create a parking problem on Maple Road. 

)213418 

(The proposal includes two (2) side-by-side parking spaces per unit and a total of 
four (4) visitol' parking spaces on site, which is in compliance with the bylaw 
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along the site frontage will be widened to provide additional parking/travelling space 
on Maple Road. Transportation Division stat/indicated that Maple Road is a typical 
local road which is designedfor on-street parking on either side without hindering 
vehicle movements.) 

4. The proposed three-storey buildings are too tall and would create privacy and overlook 
concerns. 

(The proposed development will be built on existing gradeJ which is approximately 1 m 
below the existing road elevation. The building will appear to be 21h-storey along 
Nfaple Road. 

A 10.9 m setback from the east property line to the 3-storey townhouse is being 
proposed. The developer has agreed to explore the opportunities to reduce the height 
of the easternmost townhouse block to 2~ storey with a minimum 6.0 m setback, at the 
Development Permit stage, to address the privacy and overlook concerns.) 

5. The proposed development would change the streetscape of No. 2 Road by removing the 
beautiful big trees along the frontage. 

(Two (2) of the ten (10) bylaw-sized trees along the site's No.2 Roadfronlage are being 
proposed for removal due to poor condition. The applicant has agreed to maintain 
existing site grade along No.2 Road to preserve as many trees as possible. Custom 
design crossing between the sidewalk and tlte ullit entries is proposed to minimize the 
disruption to the root systems. The applicant is also proposing to plant additional trees 
and shrubs along the No.2 Road frontage to enhance tlte streetscape. Staff will work 
with the applicant Oil the landscaping scheme to ensure that these design elements are 
include in the landscape design at the Development Permit stage.) 

Consultation with Covenant Court Residents 

The applicant has also hosted a consultation meeting with the residents at Covenant Court (the 
seniors' apartment located adjacent to the subject site) on April 4, 2011. Approximately 13 
residents and two (2) officials of the Christian Reformed Senior Housing Society attended the 
meeting. Staff also attended the meeting as an observer. A copy of the Meeting Summary 
prepared by the applicant is included in Attachment 10. A comment letter from the Christian 
Refonned Senior Housing Society submitted to the City after the consultation meeting is 
included in Attachment 11. A list of major concerns raised by the residents in the seniors' 
apartment building is provided below, along with the responses in bold italics: 

1. The proximity of the townhouses to the south property line would reduce privacy and 
sunlight to the existing residential W1its in the adjacent apartment building to the south. 

3213418 

(The proposed townhouses will be built on existing grade. The applicant has 
conflTmed that the proposed first habitablefloor is at a lower elevation thau the 
neighbours' first floor,' and the proposed top floor is oj about the same height as the 
seniors' apartments secondfloor. All proposed windows on the side elevations faciltg 
the seniors' apartment building ape high and small to minimize overlooking potential). 
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2. Increased traffic on No.2 Road makes it more difficult to enter and exit Covenant 
Court's driveway, which is shared with the church next door; relocating the existing 
northbound bus stop and No.2 Road cross walk from north of Maple Road to south of 
Mapie Road would make the intersection safer for pedestrians. 

(Coast Mountain Bus Company requires all bus stops to be located at the far side of an 
intersection, which is typical of the bus stops on No.2 Road, Pedestrian crosswalks are 
preferred to be located in proximity to a bus stop. Relocating the crosswalk to the 
south poses vehicular and pedestrian conflicts due to an adjacent active driveway). 

3. Special consideration should be given to minimize noise emanating from the proposed 
outdoor amenity space. 

(The proposed children's play area is located along the east property line, away from 
the seniors' apartment. At tlte Development Permit stage, stajjwill work with tlte 
applicant on the landscaping scheme to ensw'e that an adequate buffer or separation 
between the proposed play area and the adjacent residential developments is provided). 

Staff Comments 

Tree Retention and Replacement 

A Tree Survey and a Certified Arborist's report were submitted in support of the application. 
33 bylaw-sized trees were identified on the Tree Survey and reviewed by the Arborist. The 
majority of the trees in the center of the site are old fruit trees in very poor condition, whereas the 
majority of the trees along the periphery of the site (No .2 Road and Maple Road frontages) are 
conifers in good condition. 

The City's Tree Preservation Coordinator has reviewed the Arborist Report and concurred with 
the Arborist's recommendations to preserve eight (8) bylaw-sized trees along No. 2 Road and 
four (4) under-sized trees on site along the south property line (see Attachment 12 for a Tree 
Preservation Plan). Among the 25 trees proposed for removal: 

• Three (3) trees are in fair condition, but are proposed for removal due to over-crowding. 

• One (1) Birch tree along the south property line is in good condition; however, it is 
proposed for removal due to building conflicts that cannot be mitigated unless one (1) 
townhouse unit is deleted. 

• Four (4) on-site trees and two (2) off-site trees along the Maple Road frontage are in good 
condition, but warranted for removal due to conflicts with required servicing upgrades 
and frontage improvements that cannot be mitigated. Parks Operations staff have agreed 
to the proposed removal of the off-site trees and have determined a 2: 1 compensation for 
the Hazelnut tree ($1300) and a 3: 1 compensation for the Cedar tree ($1950). Prior to the 
removal of any City trees, the applicant will need to seek formal permission from Parks 
Operations Division and removal of the hedges will be at the owner's cost. 

• 15 trees are in poor condition. 

Based on the 2: 1 tree replacement ratio goal stated in the Official Community Plan (OCP), 
46 replacement trees are required for the removal of23 bylaw-sized trees on-site. According to 
the Preliminary Landscape Plan (Attachment 2), the developer is proposing to plant 35 
32[3418 
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replacement trees on-site and provide cash-in-lieu (SSOO/tree) for off-site planting ofthe balance 
of the required replacement trees (i.e. $5,500 cash contribution for 11 replacement trees). Staff 
will work with the landscape architect to explore additional tree planting opportunity on-site at 
the Development Permit stage. Should the applicant wish to begin site preparation work after 
Third Reading of the rezoning bylaw, but prior to Final Adoption of the rezoning bylaw, the 
applicant will be required to obtain a Tree Permit, install tree protection around trees to be 
retained, and submit a landscape security (i .e. $23,000) to ensure the replacement planting will 
be provided. 

In order to ensure that the eight (8) protected trees will not be damaged during construction, as a 
condition of rezoning, the applicant is required to submit a $24,000 tree survival security. The 
City will retain 50% of the security until the proposed landscaping is planted on-site. The City 
will retain the remaining 50% of the security for one (1) year after inspection of the completed 
landscaping to ensure that the protected trees have survived. 

All neighbouring trees are to be protected. Tree protection fencing on-site around the driplines 
of all trees to be retained will be required prior to any construction activities, including building 
demolition, occurring on-site. In addition, a contract with a Certified Arborist to monitor all 
works to be done near or within all tree protection zones (for both on-site and off-site trees) must 
be submitted prior to final adoption of the rezoning bylaw. Tree protection barriers, as per the 
Tree Retention Plan (Attachment 12), must be installed on-site prior to any construction or 
demolition works commencing. 

Site Servicing and Frontage Improvements 

An independent review of servicing requirements (sanitary and storm) has been conducted by the 
applicant's Engineering consultant and reviewed by the City's Engineering Department. The 
Capacity Analysis concludes that no sanitary upgrades are required to support the proposed 
development, however, storm upgrades to the existing system are required. Prior to issuance of 
the forthcoming Building Pennit, the developer is required to enter into a standard Servicing 
Agreement for the design and construction of the storm upgrades as identified in the capacity 
analysis (please see Attachment 13 for details). 

Prior to final adoption, the developer is required to dedicate a 4 m x 4 m corner cut at 
Maple Road and No. 2 Road, provide a 2.0 m wide Public Rights-of-Passage (PROP) along the 
entire No.2 Road frontage for future road widening, and provide a $3,000 contribution for the 
upgrade of the pedestrian signal on the north leg of the No. 2 RoadlMaple Road intersection. As 
part of the Servicing Agreement for the servicing upgrades, the design and construction of 
frontage improvements is also required. Improvement works include but are not limited to 
widening of Maple Road with new curb and gutter, grass and treed boulevard, and a 1.5 m 
sidewalk along the new property line (see Attachment 13 for details). 

Indoor Amenity Space 

The applicant is proposing a contribution in-lieu of on-site indoor amenity space in the amount 
of $18,000 as per the Official Community Plan (OCP) and Council policy. 

321)418 
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Outdoor Amenity Space 

Outdoor amenity space will be provided on-site and is adequately sized based on Official 
Community Plan (OCP) guidelines. The design of the children's play area and landscape details 
will be refined as part of the Development Permit application. 

Public Art 

The Public Art Program Policy does not apply to residential projects containing less than 
20 units. 

Analysis 

Official Communitv Plan (OCP) Compliance 

The proposed development is generally consistent with the Development Permit Guidelines for 
multiple-family projects contained in the Official Community Plan (OCP). The proposed height, 
siting and orientation of the buildings respect the massing of the existing singie-family homes to 
the north and east and the apartment building to the south: 

• 

• 

• 

• 

The proposed 3-storey townhouses will be built on existing grade, which is 
approximately 1 m below the existing road elevation, so their 3-storey appearance will be 
somewhat lessened. The proposed top floor is also about the same height as the second 
floor of the adjacent seniors' apartment. 

The 2~-storey interface with single-family along the east property line complies with the 
requirements under the Arterial Road Redevelopment Policy in the OCP. 

The 2lh- to 3-storey massing is also a result of the design intent to leave existing grade as 
is, which requires non-habitable space below the road elevation. 

Units are laid out along the No.2 Road and Maple Road to provide a pedestrian scale 
along the street fronts. The rest of the townhouse blocks on-site are laid out with an 
east-west orientation to provide view corridors (north-south) from the adjacent seniors' 
apartment. 

These proposed design features will be controlled through the Development Permit process. 

Medium Density Townhouses (RTM3) 

The proposed zoning (RTM3 with a maximum density of 0.7 FAR) and the proposed density 
(0.69 FAR) complies with the Low,Density Residential land use designation contained in the 
Official Community Plan (OCP) for development on the City's arterial roads. Densities above 
the range 0[0.6 floor area ratio (FAR) are usually considered in conjunction with development 
sites in close proximity to a Community Centre and/or Neighbourhood Service Centre. The 
subject site is across from a local commercial site and is within walking distance to the 
Blundell Shopping Centre (approximately 650 m). To qualify for the proposed density and to 
satisfy the requirements of the RTM3 zone, the applicant is: 

• Preserving eight (8) bylaw-sized trees and four (4) under-sized trees on~site) as well as 
protecting all trees on adjacent properties , located in proximity to the development site; 

• Providing a voluntary contribution to the Affordable Housing Strategy reserve fund; and 
3213~ \& PH - 69
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• Providing at least one (1), possibly two (2), convertible units which are designed to 
accommodate a vertical lift. 

Development Variances 

The proposed development is generally in compliance with the Medium Density Townhouses 
(RTM3) zone. Based on the review of current site plan for the project, no variance is being 
requested. However, the following variances are envisioned should the proposal be revised to 
provide some 2- to 2Yz-storey units with the same overall floor area and unit yield as currently 
proposed: 

I. Increase in lot coverage for buildings; and 

ii. reduction in lot coverage for landscaping with live plant materials .. 

Design Review and Future Development Permit Considerations 

A Development Penn it will be required to ensure that the development at 9160 No.2 Road is 
sensitively integrated with adjacent developments. The rezoning conditions wilt not be 
considered satisfied until a Development Permit application is processed to a satisfactory level. 
In association with the Development Pennit, the following issues are to be further examined: 

• Guidelines for the issuance of Development Permits for multiple-family projects 
contained in Section 9.3 (Multiple-Family Guidelines); 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 
• 

• 

• 
• 

32U418 

Opportunities to shift the entry driveway west; 

Detailed review of the site plan to ensure a 4.3 m minimum vertical clearance is provided 
over the entire width of the internal drive aisle and that corner cuts are provided at the 
internal intersections on-site; . 

Opportunities to reduce the height of the easternmost townhouse block to a maximum of 
2Y2 storeys; 

Opportunities to break the townhouse block fronting Maple Road down to duplexes or 
triplexes better match the form and character of the large single-family houses on Maple 
Road; 

Detailed review of building fonn and architectural character including elimination of 
significant projections into required yard setbacks; 

Review of the location and design of the convertible unit and other accessibility features; 

Review of site grade to ensure the survival of protected trees and to enhance the 
relationship between the first habitable level and the private outdoor space; 

Ensure there is adequate private outdoor space for each unit; 

Landscaping design and enhancement of the outdoor amenity area to maximize use; and 

Opportunities to maximize permeable surface areas and articulate hard surface treatment. 
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Public Hearing Notification Area 

Should the application be endorsed by Council and proceed to Public Hearing, it is 
recommended that tile noti ticatioD area be expanded. The statutory requirement for notification 
of Public Hearing is 50 m (164 ft .) from the development site, which generalIy includes alI 
immediate neighbours. An expanded notiflcation area as shown in Attachment 14 is proposed. 

During the public consultation process, neighbours within the area identified in Attachment 7 
were notified and invited to the meetings. It is recommended that the Public Hearing notices be 
sent to the same notification area to ensure that residents who were involved in the earlier public 
consultation process are advised of the Public Hearing date. 

In addition, a significant number of residents reside outside of the area identified in 
Attachment 7 signed the petition in opposition to the subject proposal (see mapping of the 
petition, induding written submissions received, in Attachment 9). It is recommended that the 
Public Hearing Notices also be sent to these residents to ensure that they are advised of the 
Public Hearing date. 

Financial Impact or Economic Impact 

Nonc. 

Conclusion 

The subject application is consistent with the Official Community Plan (OCP) regarding 
developments along major arterial roads . Further review of the project design will be required to 
ensure a high quality proj ect. This review will be part of the future Development Permit process, 
On this basis, staff recommend that the proposed rezoning be approved 

..--'l" 

~.;~-. - . 
Edwin Lee 
Planning Technician - Design 
(604-276-4121) 
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City of Richmond 
6911 No. 3 Road 
Richmond, Be V6Y 2el 
www.richmond.ca 
604-276-4000 

Development Application 
Data Sheet 

RZ 10-516267 Attachment 3 

Address: 9160 NO.2 Road 

Applicant: Western Maple Lane Holdings Ltd. 

Planning Area(s): Blundell 
-=~~----------------------------------------------------

EXisting Proposed 

Owner: Western Maple Lane Holdings Ltd. No Change 

5rte Size (m 2
): 3,127 m2 (33,660 tr) 3,119 m2 (33,574 tr) 

Land Uses: Single-Family Residential Multiple-Family Residential 

OCP Designation: Low-Density Residential No Change 

Area Plan Designation: N/A No Change 

702 Policy Designation: N/A No Change 

Zoning: Single Detached (RSlIE) 
Medium-Density Townhouses 
(RTM3) 

Number of Units: 1 18 

Arterial Road Redevelopment 
Other Designations: Policy - Multiple Family No Change 

Development 

On Future 
I Bylaw Requirement Proposed I Variance 

Subdivided lots 

Density (units/acre): N/A 23.3 upa n/a 

Floor Area Ratio : Max. 0.7 0.69 none permitted 

Lot Coverage - Building: Max. 40% 35.4% none 

Lot Coverage - Non-porous Max. 70% 60.7% none 
Surfaces 

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

Setback - Front Yard - No.2 Min. 6m 6.0 m none 
Road (m): 
Setback - Exterior Side Yard - Min. 6m 6.0 m none 
Maple Road (m): 
Setback - Interior Side Yard Min. 3 m 3.2 m none 
(South) (m): 

Setback -Rear Yard (East) (m): Min. 3 m 10.9 m none 

321341& 
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On Future 
I Bylaw Requirement Proposed I Variance 

Subdivided Lots 

Height (m): Max. 12.0 m (3 storeys) 9.15 m (3 storeys) none 

Lot Size (min. dimensions): 
Min. 40 m wide Approx. 50.29m wide 

x 30 m deep x 62.18 m deep none 

Off-street Parking Spaces -
2 (R) and 0.2 M per unit 

2 (R) and 0.22(V) per none 
Resident (R) J Visitor (V): unit 

Off-street Parking Spaces - Total: 40 40 none 

Tandem Parking Spaces: not permitted 0 none 

Amenity Space - Indoor: Min. 70 m2 or Cash-in-lieu $18,000 cash-in-lieu none 

Amenity Space - Outdoor: 
Min. 6 m2 x 18 units 

132 m2 min. 
=: 108 m2 none 

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

3213418 
PH - 86



A TT ACHMENT 4 

LEO CHAN 

9297 Romaniuk Drive, Richmond BC V7E 5G6' Tel: 604-377-7748 (C) / 604-448-9297(H) , 

~--,-.----- --"-----------,--------- -- ---, 

March 2, 2011 

The Urban Development Division 
City Hall 
6911 No.3 Road, 
Richmond, B.C., 
V6Y2Cl 

Ref: RZ 10-516267 

Dear Sir, 

I saw that the property at the corner of Maple, Road and No.2 Road is finally demolished, cleaned 
up and will be developed. I am in full 'support of the development. That area was an eye:-sore 
for many years and the land was under-used. The townhouse development will improve the look " 
and value of the neighborhood and the criminal occurrence in any case. 

I hope, the City will approve the project. 

Yours truly, 

Leo Chan Shu Woon 
9297 Romaniuk Drive 
Richmond Be V7E 506 
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March 15th, 201 1 

Urban 'Development Division 

City of Richmond 

6911 NO.3 Road, 

Richmond, B.C. V6Y-2C1 

Re : Re-loning Application to rezone 9160 No.2 Road, 
Richmond. 

Dear Sir or Madame: 

My name is Tom Cheng and I reside at 9651 Gilbert 
Crest in Richmond, B.C. 

I hereby to express my support for the rezoning 
application from Western Maple Holdings Ltd to rezone 
91 60 No.2 Road from a single detached ( RS 1 IE ) to a 
townhouse ( ZT69 ) zone. 

Should you have any additional questions, please feel 
free to contact the undersigned. 

Tom Cheng 
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May 31, 2011 

_ .. ··P·tanning Department -.. 
City of Richmond 
6911 No.3 Road 
Richmond, B.C. 
V6Y2Cl 

Ref: RZ 10-516267 

.. -- ---- ------
Dear SirlMadam, 

--. -----, .. ,._- , . . ~ .---. 

Tiffany Kwong 
#77-12500 McNeely Drive 
Richmond, B.C. 
V6V 2S4 

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

----------_._-------._--_._----_._-_.- -

My name is Tiffany Kwong and r live in #77-12500 McNeely Drive, Richmond, B.C. Canada. I 
am living with my parent now and I am graduating from Simon Fraser University this summer. I 
have an uncle who lives in the Maple Road/Gilbert Road area. My uncle and his family live in a 
pretty nice and big house. I heard from my uncle that a proposed townhouse projects in that area 
is getting a lot of opposition, simply because the residents in that area do not want any smaller 
and multiple family homes . I think thjs is a totally wrong idea. If we maintain this idea, 
Richmond will become a city that will be occupied only by rich people. People like me and 
many of my high school classmates who do not have rich parents will be forced to move out of 
Richmond, where we grew up and have many friends and relatives . We like to stay in 
Richmond . My uncle is rich and he helped his children to buy their own homes in Richmond . 
As the newspaper said, housing in Richmond is getting very expensive and unaffordable, the 
City official should, whenever possible, allow more houses to be built. This will help to make 
housing more affordable to the younger generation people like me and my friends .. The 
townhouse project that is getting all the opposition is on No.2 Road. It is on a busy street, a 
location more suitable for multiple family and more affordable housing. Actually, I do not 
understand why the people \jving on Maple Road and Gilbert Road oppose to the project, 
because it has very little effect on this end of Maple Road. Richmond City officials should not 
listen only to the rich people, they should be aware of the situation of the average ai1d not so rich , 
citizens. They should allow this townhouse and simi lar projects to go ahead, so that more houses 
are built and Richmond becomes more affordable to live. 

Yours truly, 

~~, 
Tiffany Kwong 
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The Township of Richmond 
Urban Development Dept 

Proposed Development at Maple & Two Road 

ATTACHMENTS 

The destruction of the property and the construction of eighteen townhouses is going to 
negatively impact the lives of many of the senior citizens who hve at 9260 Two Rd. 
(Already, since the demolition of the buildings on the property, we have had an invasion 
of large carpenter ants.) Maoy wildlife animals and birds inhabited the property - no 
doubt the surrounding homes will inherit them. It's already creating an increase in our 
Budget for Pest control. . 

On the north side of the building the residents. especially those on ilie first and second 
floors, win lose quiet enjoyment, view and light when the development is compieted. 
(The reasons we moved here in the fIrst place) Plus during construction the dust that 
inevitably comes with building wil1 invade our homes making it next to impossible to 
keep them clean. Many of the seniors who live here are allergic to dust. It follows that 
they will suffer health problems (in some cases, severe) from the pollution and it will cost 
more to keep our homes clean 

With eighteen units there will be a dramatic increase in vehicles producing more 
pollution. They will .have to tum on to Two Rd (a road that is already one of the busiest in 
Richmond - but not well serviced by Translink) as there is no exit from Mapte to the 
east. 
We seniors have to cross Maple Rd to get to and from the bus. 
In all hkelihood there will be an increase in accidents as none of us move quickJy. 

On top of that we understand that the building will be only ten feet from our fence, so 
those of us on. the north side win have to keep our window coverings closed all the time. 
And the noise level will increase dramatically. 

All oftrus will contribute to a decrease in market value for our homes. (Not to mention 
less inheritance for the families we leave behind.) 

It is our hope that if the application to rezone is approved (and from the work that has 
a1ready been done this seems to be a 'done deal') there will at least be a restriction on the 
nwnber of units to be built. Also some way to decrease the problems the residents at 
Covenant Court (9260 Two Rd) will face. 
Sincerely, 
Ellen Langan 
110-9260 No 2 Rd., 
Richmond, Be 
V7E2C8 
604-277-0994 or email omat04@gmail.com 
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March 29, 2010 

City of Richmond 
6911 No.3 Road 
Richmond Be 
V6Y 2Cl 

Dear Sir / Madam: t? ~ ~ '}J L~ f I 

Man Ying Lee 
6240 Maple Road 

Richmond Be 
___ ---"V-<-7~E~I.>..oJG'_'_5 -- -,- -, -,--,- -

~ 1-[0~~a:ide 
(;/20 }'\OIfle /roCld 
~(J2~lir, 

- - - " - -, ~ ' . . ------__ \L1C-_ L G 5 __ _ 

Re: Rezoning Application on 9160 No.2 Road Richmond (File No. RZlO-51626?) 

I am writing to oppose the abovementioned rezoning application. The concerns include 
the following: 

1. TIlls project will not conform to the norm, stereotype of our neighborhood as the 
size of each proposed individual dwelling would be too small and too dense (size 
of each of the neighborhood single-family house is over 2,000 sq. ft.). 

2. Increased flow of traffic and corresponding increased parked cars along Maple 
Road and its interception with No.2 Road will be hazardous to the drivers and the 
residents living in this area. 

3. It will be even more dangerous when the main entrance oftrus site is set on Maple 
Road as it is too close to the jW1ction of No.2 Road. Cross-traffic -accidents may 
be easily occurred. 

4. The proposed 3·storey building would no doubt affect the private lives of our 
neighbors, especially when the proposed 3-storey building is constructed facing 
the East and/or facing the North of Maple Road. 

5. Llcrcased density of population wm inevitably hamper the quality of life, lhe 
harmony and peaceful environment of this quiet community. . 

In view of the foregoing, your decision to decline this rezoning application would be 

highly appreciated. ~ ~~J J..:;.i.; !!t~~ :tot/>" 
Yours fai lly ~ jeJJ-:t4 ,.o.,a.~ ~ ~ . ~e_ 
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March 29, 2010. 

City of Richmond 
6911 No.3 Road 
Richmond Be 
V6Y2CI 

Dear SirlMadam: 

6280 Maple Road 
Richmond Be 

V7EIG5 

Strongly oppose the rezoning application on 9160 No.2 Road Richmond (File No. RZlO-516267) 

I am writing to oppose the above mentioned rezoning application. The concerns include the following: 

1. This project will not conform to the norm. stereotype of our neighbourhood as the size of 
each proposed individual dwelling would be too small and too dense (size of each of the 
neighbourhood single-family house is over 2,000 sq. ft.). 

2. Increased flow of traffic and corresponding increased parked cars along Maple Road as it 
is too close to the junction of No.· 2 '. Road will be hazardous to the drivers and the 
residents Ii ving in this area 

3. It will be even more dangerous when the main entrance ofthls site is set on Maple Road 
as it is too close to the junction of No. 2 Road. Cross-traffic accidents may be easily 
occurred. 

4. The proposed 3~storey building would no doubt affect the private lives of our neighbours, 
especially when the proposed 3~storey building is constructed facing the East and lor 
facing the North of Maple Road. 

5. Increased density of population will inevitably hamper the quality of life, the harmony 
and peaceful environment of this quiet community. 

In view of the foregoing, your decision to decline this rezoning application would be highly appreciated. 

Yours faithfully 

0)~JJ-[ 
A:l'im Wong (/ , 

Owners and Occupants 

~ 
,FVr~! 

Joyce Wong 0) 
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Aprilll'h,2010 
City of Richmond 
6911 No.3 Road, 
Richmond 
B.C. 
V6Y 2(1 

Dear Sir/Madam, 

Edmund San 
6180 Maple Road, 
Richmond, B.C. 
V7E 1 GS 

Re: Rezoning Application on 9160 No.2 Road, Richmond (File No. RZl O· 
516267) 

We are writing to oppose to the captioned rezoning application. Our 
reasons for objections are: 

• This project is of high density in nature crowded with 18 smaller 
townhouse u'nits. This does not conform with our neighbourhood 
with mostly larger single family houses on bigger lots. 

• This project will have an adverse impact on the parking situation on 
Maple Road. No.2 Road is notallowed for parking at all times and 
occupants and visitors of this 18 units will greatly increase the 
number of cars parked on Maple Road. 

• This increased flow of traffic along Maple Road and its interception 
of No.2 Road will be hazardous to the drivers and residents in the 
area. 

• The proposed 3 storey building would invade the privacy of us as the 
east facing units are overlooking directly onto our backyards. 

We strongly oppose to any high density developments in this area and your 
decision to decline this rezoning application would be highly appreciated. 

~;~ 
Edmund San 
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J. & S . Bje!es 
6100 Maple Road 
Richmond, Be 
V7E 1G5 

April 29, 20.10 

City of Richmond 
6911 No.3 Road 
Richmond, Be 

Dear Sir/Madam: 

------t· , 0-

RE: Rezoning Application on 9160 No.2 Road, Richmond (File No. RZ10-S16267) 

We are writing to you to express our apposition and concerns regarding the above mentioned 
rezoning application. Please note the following concerns: 

1. The proposed project .at 3 stories does not conform to our neighbourhood's profile. The 
height of the buildings·wifllmpede on the homes around the project. IT WOULD BE 
PREFERRABLE THAT THE PROJECT BE KEPT TO 2 STORIES IN HEIGHT. This 
would be a much better fit and keep the flow of the existing neighbourhood . 

. 2. The Increase in density is of concern as well. The Increase in traffic created by the 
project will affect the flow and congestion of both Maple & No. 2 Road in a negative 
fashion. 

3. Privacy - The height of the project will negatively affect the levels of privacy that the 
residential home occupants have. 

With reference to the foregoing ,your decision to decline this rezoning application or at the very 
least, review an.d change to 2 storey application would be greatly appreciated. . 

Sincerely, 

John & Stella Bjelos 
Owner 

:t~ 
.. , , 

; c<"" ••• , 

\~ -" .. ::';. ~ 
"1,. _ _ <) ' ='. ' :"' ":.-

'.~ ' . 

'. -~ ". 

\ - ' 
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Page 1 of 1 

Lee, Edwin 

From: AI and Harriet [deboer1867@shaw.ca] 

Sent: August 24,20109:04 PM 

To: Lee, Edwin 

Cc: Hingorani, Sana Ii 

Subject: Townhome proposal 

Follow Up Flag: Follow up 

Flag Status; Green 

Dear Edwin, 

This e-mai! concerns the townhome developement proposal at No.2 Rd and Maple Rd . . 
The file number is RZ10516267. 
I was given your name to contact with my concerns. 

My name is Harriet deBoer and I live at 9248 Romaniuk Drive which is just around the 
corner from the above. My husband and I are concerned about the traffic that will 
inevitably become much busier should this deve!opement be allowed. Already, it is very 
difficult to make a left turn onto No.2 Rd. and many in the neighborhood choose not to 
'and make a right·turn instead but then are also adding to their driving distance. Even 
turning right on this street can take awhile because of traffic volume on No.2 Rd .. Maple 
Rd. turns into my street Romaniuk Drive at the barrier on Maple Rd . Therefore my way out 
is mainly at this point. An 18 unit townhome, will increase traffic significantly regardless of 
where the entrance to the developement is planned. 

-----Also, this area is comprised of all single family homes, from Francis Rd. north to 
Woodwards Rd .. I think it should be kept that way_ The other developements that are 
happening at this moment - 2 on Maple Rd. close to the above mentioned site are large 
single family homes. I am concerned that a townhouse developement will hinder the 
house values in this area. 

The block - off in the mid point of Maple Rd between Gilbert and No.2 Rd. was created 
years ago due to traffic concerns, when our area was developed. People feared cars 
racing to Gilbert or No.2 Rd. with young children living on Maple Rd. Now that No.2 Rd. 
has become much busier and Gilbert less busy I would suggest opening up Maple Rd. 
again so we can travel either east or west to our destinations, whatever is prudent. A 
round-about in place of the barrier will prevent through traffic from speeding through. I 
think there is enough room, as on the east side of the barrier, the road is a large cUI-de
sac. 

I would appreciate your feed back on this matter. 
Thank you in advance for your consideration to our concerns, 
Sincerely, 
Harriet deBoer 
604-271-1867 

12/0112010 
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Lee, Edwin 

From: 

Sent: 

Aliard Lau [aliardlau@gmai/'comj 

April 25, 2011 9:28 PM 

To: Lee, Edwin 

Subject: Folder # 10 516267 000 00 RZ - Rezoning of 9160 No 2 Road to 18 units townhouse 

Follow Up Flag: Follow up 

Flag Status: Purple 

Hi, 

Further to our phone conversation of April 14,2011, I am emailing you my personal opinion on the 
above rezoning. I apologize of missing the publ1c hearing last month. 

I disagree to open up the barrier on Maple and I suggest the access to the townhouse through No 2 
Road instead of Maple. 

I live at 6100 Martyniuk Place, Richmond for more than 10 years: I like the setup in my area because 
there are 2 cul-de-sac and a few more near the park area, plus one barrier on Maple and the other one on 
Woodwards to block the traffic . The only entrance and exit to the whole area is the intersection at No 2 
Road and Maple. 

I believe this set up is to ensure road safety and to prevent car accident for the reasons below: 

(l) walk / bike to elementary and secondary school 

My son is currently 14 years old . His elementary school was Errington and secondary school Steveston
London. He has to walk through Maple, through the park area, cross the street to get to rus school. It is 
a 20-30 minutes walk to Errington and 15-20 minutes to Steveston-London. 

In addition to my son, I believe there are other kids walk to school or bike to school every day. 
Errington has about 200-250 students (Age 5 to 12) and Steveston-London about 1200-1300 students 
(Age 12 to 17). That is probably why we have barriers on both Maple and Woodwards to reduce the 
traffic in the area. 

(2) walk / bike to the park 

My mom is currently 83 years old. She walks to the park almost every day) again through Maple, to 
meet her friends from the neighbourhood Her eyesight and hearing is not as good as before 
and she walks slow. Lesser traffic is for sure more encouraging for seniors to continue exercising and 
walk to the park as a daily routine. I believe there are other seniors and adults walk (with a dog) / bike to 
the park every day. 

r prefer no change to the current set up in the area and I disagree to open up the barrier on Maple. 
The followings explain the probable impact if opened .. 

(1) Opening up the barrier on Maple could be attracting more traffic, from east of me barrier to the 
intersection orNo 2 Road and Map-ie 
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If there is no barrier on Maple, people can choose which main road to take - Gilbert or No 2 Road. If 
the parent drives the kid to Steveston-London, probably will turn right on Gilbert. If the driver wants to 
go to Richmond Centre, Airport or Vancouver during peak hours, probably will tum right on No 2 Road, 
then No 2 Bridge to Vancouver. 

During peak hours, 'people tend to turn right - less lanes and traffic to worry about before making the 
tum, and less chance to be held responsible if car accidents happen. 

(2) Potential fe-zoning to another townhouse directly across the street from the current site 

I notice that the houses on Maple, directly across the street from this 18 units townhouse were recently 
sold. With the opening up of the barrier, it would enhance the developer to re-zone these single 
detached houses into another townhouse or condo next year. If this is the case, the traffic at this 
intersection of No 2 Road and Maple would become a seious issue. 

The re-zoning of 9160 No 2 Road from I single detached home to 18 units townhouse in this 0.77 acres 
lot result in everything being 18 times more as compared to before - cars, garbage, visitors etc. It is a 
plus that each unit of the townhouse has double garage and there are 6 visitor parkings. However, if it 
snows and stays in winter times, the owners of these townhouse tend to park their cars along Maple for 
easy access. During holidays like Christmas and New year, the visitors to this same 0.77 acres 
lot become 18 times more than before and the overflow has to park along Maple . The 6 visitor parking 
could be j ust. comparable to·the driveway of the previous I single detached home. 

Conclusion 

The traffic increases as a result of this re-zoning into a 18 units townhouse. As explained above, 
the opening up of the barrier on Maple is not a good option. To minimize the impact on the 
neighbourhood, I suggest to have the townhouse accessed through No 2 Road instead of Maple. By the 
way, the official address of the site is 9160 No 2 Road, Richmond. The City cannot sacrifice the intent 
of the current set up and the interests of the other owners (kids and seniors) in the whole area to 
accommodate 1 owner - the developer of 9160 No 2 Road. 

In addition, there should be more visitor parking in this 18 unit townhouse complex to reduce the 
likelihood of cars parking along Maple . 

The approval of current proposal plan could set a precedence for future rezoning and development, like 
the potential sites directly across the street from this 18 unit townhouse. As explained above, the 
opening up of the barrier on Maple and the entrance to the toWnhouse through Maple could increase the 
likelihood of car accident in the area with a probable result of holding Richmond City Hall responsible. 

Please email me if you need any clarification. Hopefully, this email is not too late for consideration by 
Richmond City Hall. 

Thanks. 

511112011 
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April 28) 2010 

City of I~i(;"m~nd 
691 I No. J Road 
Richmond Be 
VGY 2el 

Attn: Urban Development Division 

Dear Sir / Madam: 

A IT ACHMENT 6 

Re: Rezoning Application on 9160 No.2 Road Richmond (File No. RZIO-5l6267) 

We are writing to oppose the abovementioned rezorung application. The concerns 
include the following: 

t. This project will not co~form to the norm, stereotype of our neighborhood as the 
size of each proposed indi vidual dwelling would be too small and too dense (size 
of each of tlle neighborhood sing1e-family house is over 2,000 sq. ft.). 

2. (ncreased flow of traffic and corresponding increased parked cars along MapLe 
Road and its interception with No.2 Road will be hazardous to the drivers and the 
residents living io tb.is area. 

3. It will be even more dangerous when the main entrance of this site is set on Maple 
Road as it is too close to the jilllction of No.2 Road. Cross-traffic accidents may" 
be easily occurred. 

4. The proposed 3-storey building would no doubt affect the private lives of our 
neighbors, especially when the proposed 3-storey building is constructed facing 
the East and/or facing the North of Maple Road. 

5. Increased density of population will inevitably hamper the quality of life, the 
harmony and peaceful envirorunent of this quiet community_ 

In view 'of the foregoing, your decision to .decline this rezoning application would be 
highly appreciated. 

Yours faithfully 

Owners and Occupants 
Maple Road 
RichmondBC 

. . Encl. 37 Specimen Signatures for 33 owners/co-owners and"~ccbparits ~f Maple 'Road 
opposing "this rez~>ning application. . . 
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SPECIMEN $IGNATURES OF OWNERS AND OCC·UPANTS OPPOSING REZONING APPLICATION FILE NO. RZ10-516267 
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2011 April 08 

City of Richmond 

6911 No.3 Road 

Richmond, BC 

V6Y 2C1 

Attention : City Clerks Department 

Dear Sirs: 

Re: Rezoning Application File No . RZlO-S16267 

Please find enclosed lists of signatures of homeowners/occupants opposing the above rezoning. 

Please note that a letter with a list of signatures, (attached) was sent to the Urban Development 

Division on 2010 April 28 and those signatures are now included in the new list provided 

along with a copy of the letter. 

My husband and myself have lived on Maple Road for 38 years and have come up against a 

few developers wanting to change the zoning. This road should remain as single family 

residences, we have beautjful expensive ($3,000,000 plus) homes being built and sold on 

our road and think townhouses are not suited to our neighbourhood. 

The undersigned would like to be notified of any upcoming meetings regarding this property . 

Than~ou for yo~ntion to this matter. 

~u::L~" 
.---' 

Sue Plett 

6611 Maple Road 

Richmond, BC V7E lG4 

(604) 274-7302 

cc: Urban Developmen Division, w/encls. 
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SPECIMEN SIGNATURES OF OWNERS AND OCCUPANTS OPPOSING REZONING APPLICATION FILE NO, RZ10-516267 
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SPECIMEN SIGNATURES OF OWNERS AND OCCUPANTS OPPOSING REZONING APPLICATION FILE NO . RZ10·516267 
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· SPECIMEN SIGNATURES OF OWNERS AND OCCUPANtS OPPOSING REZONING APPLICATION FILE NO. RZ10-516267 
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SPECIMEN SIGNATURES OF OWNERS AND OCCUPANTS OPPOSING REZONING APPLICATION FILE NO. RZ10-516267 
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9160 No.2 Road (RZ 10-516267) 
Report on Public Information 

ATTACHMENT 8 

held on March 15,2011 at the City Hall of Richmond, B.C. 

- A total of 152 invitations were delivered to the residents in the MapIe Road and No.2 
Road neighborhood, as per catchment plan provided by City Staff. Separate invitations 
were sent to the residents of the senior housing complex, Covenant Court. 

- 19 persons (some are from the same family) attended the meeting. 

- The developer, Wayne Fougere, the Architect and Masa Ito, the Landscape Architect 
were present. 

- Edwin Lee from the City was also present. 

- The meeting lasted from 5:30 to 7:30 pm. 

- Plans, drawings and renderings were presented for viewing. 

The following is the swnmary of the comments from the residents attended the meeting: 

1. The townhouses do not conform to the single family housing in the neighborhood. The 
density is too high, the units are too small. 

2. The 3 storey buildings are too tal!. 

3. The 18 units of townhouses wilt create traffic and parking problems on Maple Road and 
No.2 Road, particularly for cars trying to tum left from Maple Road onto No.2 Road in 
the morning. 

4. The road block on the middle of Maple Road can be removed so that traffic can go from 
No.2 Road to Gilbert Road, hence easing the south-turn traffic from Maple Road onto 
No.2 Road. 

5. The entrance to the townhouse project can be on No.2 Road. 

6. A traffic light can be installed on the junction of No.2 Road and Maple Road, or on No.2 
Road and Woodward. . 

7. The market value of the properties in the neighborhood will be adversely affected. 
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Our response to the above mentioned concems are as follows: 

1. Our property is situated on the south-eastern comer of No.2 Road and Maple Road. 
Immediately to our south is a senior housing apar1ment complex, and on our east is an older 2 
storey house. In the immediate neighborhood, forms of development include, older small 
bungalows, older walk-out basement bungalows, new modest-sized tWo-storey homes (with 
double car garages facing the street, two storey entries and auto courts), newer large two
storey homes (with auto courts, three car garages and two storey entries), a three and a half 
storey apartment building, (the senior housing immediately to the south of the subject 
property), a church (with a large parking lot) and a small commercial development. Within a 
block radius of the property there are also several townhouse developments, duplexes and a 
small conunercial centre. 

2. Smaller homes in the neighborhood will provide affordable housing for young people and 
families, many of who would prefer to stay in the neighborhood they grew up in, close to 
their parents . Smaller homes will also allow long time area residents who find themselves 
empty nesters to downsize from a large family home without moving out of their 
neighborhood . 

3. Along No.2 Road between Westminster Highway and Steveston Highway, there are 23 
multi-family housing projects, some situated on comer properties, some in the middle of the 
bLock. The proposed project will be one of the most attractive ones among them. . 

4. Eighteen homes will generate a limited amount of traffic, base on the Traffic Study 
performed by Bunt and Associates. 

5. All of the homes have a garage for parking two cars side-by-side. The City requires us to 
provide an extra four cars for visitor parking but potentially we may provide six visitor 
parking stalls (a 50% increase in the required visitor parking). 

6. More street parking wilL be available due to Ollr improved roadway frontage on Maple Road 
and the location of a single driveway crossing situated at the eastern property line. 

7. The property east of our development will be screened with a row of tall trees and there is 
ample open space separating it from the townhouses. 

8. Our three storey buildings will be built below the road elevation and will appear to be two 
and a half storey tall along our Maple Road Frontage. The windows in our homes will be the 
same types of windows in the homes on the north side of Maple Road (entry, living room, 
master bedroom and stair). 

9. Garage doors will not face Maple Road. 

21Page 
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10. As to the increase density. These new town homes are of very high quality, with side-by-side 
double car garages and very modern and eye-pleasing exterior finishes. They will compare 
very well with the neighboring homes and certainly will add value to the area. A few more 
friendly people in the neighborhood will add to the quality of life, increase the number of 
residents keeping watch over the neighborhood and will deter the criminal elements by 
increasing the number of eyes on the street. 
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ATTACHMENT 10 

9160 No.2 Road (RZ 10-516267) 
Report on Public Information Meeting held on April 4, 2011 

at Covenant Court, 9260 No.2 Road, Richmond, B.C. 

The meeting was attended by 13 residents and the officials of the Christian Reformed Senior 
Housing Society, Nick Loenen and Simon Hanemaayer. The meeting was also attended by 
Edwin Lee of the City of Richmond. 

After the assembly had a chance to view the plans, drawings and renderings. Wayne Fougere 
gave a brief run-down of the proposed townhouse project. The residents then took turn to ask 
questions and comment. A summary of the comments are as follows: 

- The 3 units adjacent to the senior housing apartment building are too close and there are 
concerns of loss of privacy, sunlight and view. 

- The density bonus given to the townhouse development is not justified and one unit in the 
middle of the project should be removed so tbat an open space becomes available. 

- The driveway should not be too close to the senior housing. 

The playground, if there is one, should be situated away from the apartments and there. 
should not be too many toys and games that will create excessive noise. 

The townhouses will create traffic problems. 

Our response to the above mentioned concerns are as follows : 

The above-mentioned concerns were presented to us over a year ago and we have since then 
made drastic changes to our design and site layout. The plans and renderings presented in this 
meeting have the following features: 

- Only 3 units with east-west orientation are now situated adjacent to the neighboring 
apartment building, with no window opening and no deck looking onto any of their 
balconies and windows. The apartment is situated on the southern property line, and their 
residents are only looking onto the side- yards of the three townhouses. 

- The original grade was maintained so that even though the townhouses are 3 storey in 
height, [he top floor is of about the same height as the apartments' second floor. No 
townhouse residents will be looking onto the apartment units as the first floor of the 
apartment is a parkade, and the window openings of the townhouses are high and small. 

The entrance to the project is on Maple Road, away from the apartments. 
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- We agreed to plant some trees on the apartment property to create more shelter and 
pleasant look, as the services right-the-way on the project's property does not allow any 
tree planting along the property line . 

- The exterior of the townhouse will be painted with light color and climbing plants and 
flowers will be planted on the fences. A new privacy fence with lattice will be built. 

- The roof slopes have been reduced significantly. 

- We will commission a traffic study to assess the future traffic impact and if needed 
implement remedies. (The traffic report was done) 

- The density bonus was a result of our effort to save the trees along No.2 Road and Maple 
Road. In doing so, we need to build the townhouses on the present grade, requiring the 
construction of bridges to access the units fronting on No.2 Road. Density bonus is also 
given to a project for its contribution in up-grading the underground services and road 
work, which will benefit the area. The project will incur substantial costs in this regard. 

On a whole, the residents were pleased that we listened to their concerns and have made a good 
effort to make changes to accommodate their suggestions. 
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ATTACHMENT 11 

------- -.. -- --- .---.-- .-. . -- .- --- - .. --.... -. ~--.. · .. ,--·-·- .. -.. -··- ----·-----i .... - -·-----·------- .. - ----.------ ..... . - ... -----... 
April 11,2011 ; 

City of Richmond Planning Department 
Att: Edwin Lee 
Re : RZ-IO-516267 

Dear Mr. Lee: 

i 
i 
j 

1 
1 

I 
Thank you for attending the information me~ting. Following the 
presentation our residents agreed to submit this letter. It contains our 
corporate response while recognizing that e~ch Strata Lease Holder is 
entitled to make a personal submission. ! 

i 
Covenant Court (9260 #2 Rd.,) I 
Covenant Court, located adjacent to and so~th of subject property, is a 26 
unit frame construction apartment building on 3 floors above a concrete 
parkade. It is designed for seniors 55 years And over. 

, 

The units are strata titled. Twenty-one units !are owned by their occupants 
under a long term lease called Life-Estates.1fhese Life-Estates are contracts 
between the non-profit Christian Reformed peniors Society and the 
occupants. Life-Estates are registered againft title. Five suites are rented to 
provide affordable housing to persons of lil ited financial means. 

The governing bodies are the Society's Board of Directors and the Strata 
Council. I 

Impact on Covenant Court I 
The developer proposes 18 units in 4 blocks, or strips of townhouses, one , 
parallel and adjacent to Maple, three pat"allel to # 2 Rd. Nine suites of 
Covenant Court face north. Residents ofth9se suites will look at the end
walls of these blocks of townhouses . Those three end-walls will be 10 feet 
from the fence. Their height from existing h-ade is three levels plus a roof. 
The 10 feet setback is further reduced by a t;wo foot cantilevered bay
window space, without glass. The Covenan~ Court building is 25 feet within 
the fence. I 

i 
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The potential negative impact of the proposed development includes: 
• Loss of view 
• Loss of daylight, making the north facing suites dark and dismal 

even during daytime. 
• Loss of privacy, particularly for the 9 outside patios 
• Increased noise, such as radios, car doors slamming, playground 

noise, basketball thumping, etc. 
• Increased traffic congestion particularly at the Maple/#2 Rd. 

intersection and exiting the Covenant Court driveway will be more 
dangerous. 

Relationship with Developer 
Since this application for rezoning was first made over a year ago, the 
developer, Mr. Thomas Leung and his staff, have been respectful, 
understanding, and helpful. Their attitude and approach is much 
appreciated. Twice there were private meetings. In addition, on April 4 the 
developer and his staff held an information meeting strictly for the residents 
of Covenant Court, Mr. Edwin Lee representing Richmond Planning was 
also in attendance. 

As a result the current proposal incorporates significant changes that help 
address some of the concerns expressed by our residents. The changes 
include: 

• Reduced total height. 
• Reduced and relocated windows facing south and limiting their total 

area to reduce loss of privacy for Covenant Court suites. 
• Reduced roof slope. 
• An undertaking to apply light colours to outside finish on end walls. 
• An undertaking to replace aging fence. 

Remaining Concerns 
1. Proximity of the mid die block. 

The greatest: deprivation of daylight and loss of view is for the centre most 
suites on the first and second floors of Covenant Court. We request that 
consideration be given to eliminating the southern most unit of the centre 
block, thus increasing the set-back from 10 to 30 feet, for that block only. 
That would reduce density and eliminate the density bonus the applicant has 
applied for. This seems only just, because why should a density bonus be 
allowed in exchange for preserving trees when Richmond's tree by-law 

2 
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imposes a duty on all property owners to preserve trees? 

So far, the developer has been hesitant to agree to this specific request on 
the basis that reducing density will make this project less profitable. Money 
is important but it is equally important for both sides. We ask the Planning 
Department and City Council to also consider the negative financial impact 
on the nine suites that face north. Is their financial well being not also 
important? And if so, what is the dollar value of their loss and how does that 
compare to the potential profit for the developer on just one unit? 

It is our belief that rezoning is never a right, particularly where a 
development is allowed a mere 10 feet set-back when ours is 25 feet. A 
rezoning can only be justified ifthere is a public interest and if there is no 
harm inflicted on others. We ask you to consider the harm inflicted on our 
suites ~der the current proposal and to accept reasonable accommodations 
to off-set such hann. We respectfully submit that our request is reasonable 
and not unduly self serving or an excessive burden to the developer. 

2. Traffic 
Traffic volume along #2 Rd. may require additional signals at the Maple 
Street intersection. West bound traffic tuming left onto #2 Rd. is 
particularly at risk. In addition, our residents find it increasingly more 
difficult to exit and enter Covenant Coures driveway which is shared with 
the church next door. 

Another improvement would be to move the existing bus stop along the east 
side of #2 Rd. from north of Maple to south of Maple and to move the #2 
Road cross walk also to the south side of Maple. Most car trafflc is on the 
north side of this intersection. Placing the cross walk and bus stop on the 
south side of the intersection would separate car and pedestrian traffic more 
effectively. 

In the event it is not possible to move the bus stop, consideration should be 
given to move at least the cross walk to the south side. There is significantly 
more vehicular trafflc on the north side of the intersection than on the south 
side. If the light-controlled sidewalk were on the south side, Maple 
vehicular traffic, both east and west, can tum onto #2 Road to go north, and 
south-bound #2 Road traffic can turn into Maple while the cross walk is 
occupied, without endangering pedestrians: Currently that is not possible 
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and yet cars are constantly tempted to do this, hoping to beat the 
pedestrians. 

Moving that cross walk will make for a much safer intersection. For 
example, it will greatly help the residents of Covenant Court, all of whom 
are seniors and many of whom use the bus, and it will also help church 
traffic. That chw-ch operates a daycare, programs for youth, and is in use 
every day of the week. Currently, both Covenant Court residents and church 
users who come by bus south-bound on #2 Road must cross #2 Road, once, 
and Maple, twice. The Maple crossings are without the benefit of a light or 
crosswalk. By moving the cross waJk south the two Maple crossings are 
eliminated for those persons. It is true that this gain is off-set by area 
residents who live north of Maple and now enjoy the benefit of not having 
to cross Maple twice. But that group is fewer in number and will be even 
more so when this proposed development is in place. 

The primary reason for moving the crosswalk is that nearly all car traffic 
that comes out of or goes into Maple is on the north side of the intersection. 

3. Noise 
Mindful that Covenant Court is home to seniors we ask that playground 
areas not be equipped with noise producing features such as a basketball 
hoop and special consideration be given to minimize noise emanating from 
playground areas. 

Thank you for your consideration. 

On behalf of all residents. 

Dorinne Hudie 
President, Strata Council 
LMS 1251 

Nick Loenen 
President, Christian Reformed 
Seniors Housing Society 
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Rezoning Considerations 
9160 No.2 Road 

RZ 10-516267 

ATTACHMENT 13 

Prior to final adoption of Zoning Amendment Bylaw 8769, the developer is required to complete 
the following; 

1. Dedication of a 4m x 4m comer cut at Maple Road and No.2 Road. 

2. The granting of a 2.0 wide Public Rights-ot-Passage (PROP) right-of-way along the 
entire west property line (No.2 Road frontage) c/wa 4m x 4m corner cut at Maple Road 
for future road widening. 

3. Registration of a flood indemnity covenant on Title. The minimum Flood Construction 
Level is 2.9 m (geodetic) or OJ m above the surveyed top of the crown of the adjacent 
public road. 

4. City acceptance of the developer's voluntary contribution of $2,00 per buildable square 
foot (e.g. $47,003 .23) to the City'S Affordable Housing Reserve Fund, 

5. City acceptance of the developer's offer to voluntarily contribute $5,500 to the City's 
Tree Compensation Fund for the planting of eleven (11) replacement trees within the 
City. 

6. Submission of a Tree Survival Security to the City in the amoWlt of $24,000 for the eight 
(8) protected trees to be retained on-site. 50% of the security will be released upon 
completion of the proposed landscaping works on site (design as per Development Permit 
for 9 J 60 No.2 Road) . The remaining 50% of the security will be release one year after 
final inspection of the completed landscaping in order to ensure that the trees have 
survived. 

7. Issuance of a separate Tree Cutting Permit for the removal of two (2) street trees along 
the Maple Road frontage. The City's Parks Division has reviewed the proposed tree 
removal and concurs with it. Identified compensation in the amount of $3,250 is 
required. 

8. Submission of a Contract entered into between the applicant and a Certified Arborist for 
supervision of anyon-site and off-site works conducted within the tree protection zone of 
the trees to be retained. The Contract should include the scope of work to be undertaken, 
including: the proposed number of site monitoring inspections, and a provision for the 
Arborist to submit a post-construction assessment report to the City for ·review. 

9. City acceptance of the developer's offer to voluntarily contribute $3,000 towards the 
upgrade of the pedestrian signal on tbe north leg of the No.2 RoadlMaple Road 
intersection. 

10. Submission of cash-in-lieu for the provision of dedicated indoor amenity space in the 
amount of $l8,000 . 

11. Submission and processing of a Development Permit application* to the acceptance of 
the Director of Development. 
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Prior to issuance of Demolition Permit: 

1. Installation of appropriate tree protection fencing on-site around all trees to be retained 
on site and on adjacent properties to the north and east prior to any construction activities, 
including building demolition, occurring on-site. 

Note: Should the applicant wish to begin site preparation work after Third Reading of 
the Rezoning Bylaw, but prior to Final Adoption of the Rezoning Bylaw, the 
applicant will be required to obtain a Tree Permit and submit a Jandscape security 
(i.e. $23,000) to ensure the replacement planting will be provided. 

Prior to issuance of Building Permit: 

1. Enter into the City' s standard Servicing Agreement to design and construct off-site works 
on both frontages. Works include, but are not limited to: 

a. No 2 Road: (this ALL subject to the health & proximity of the existing trees along 
the No 2 Road edge) ... Removal of the existing sidewalk, pouring a new 1.5m 
sidewalk at the new property line and establishing a grass and treed boulevard; 

b. Maple Road: 

1. Per the capacity analysis, upgrade the storm sewer across the Maple Road 
frontage to 900mm diameter on a manhole to manhole basis. 

11. Widen Maple Road to 11.2m, relocating the curb & gutter, creating a grass 
& treed boulevard c/w davit arm street lighting and installation a 1.50m 
sidewalk at the property line. 

Ill. It is noted thalthe Maple Road widening will be over a 150mm AC 
waterrnain . The design Engineer may recommend that the watermain be 
replaced as part of the design/construction process (all existing watermain 
breal(ages during construction are the clients sole responsibility) . 

Note: All works are at the clients sole cost; i.e. no DCC credits apply. 

2. A construction parking and traffic management plan to be provided to the Transportation 
Department to include : location for parking for services, deliveries, workers, loading, 
application for request for any lane closures (including dates, times, and duration), and 
proper construction traffic controls as per Trafiic Control Manual for Works on 
Roadways (by Ministry of Transportation) and MMCD Traffic Regulation Section 
01570. 

* Note: This requires a separate application. 

[Signed original on file] 

Signed Date 
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Proposed Public Hearing Notification Area 
9160 No.2 Road - RZ 10-516267 

Original Date: 05117/11 

Revision Date: 06/071I 1 
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City of Richmond 
691 I No.3 Road 
Richmond, BC V6Y 2CI 
www.richmond.ca 
604-276-4000 

Development Application 
Data Sheet 

RZ 10·516267 Attachment C 

Address: 9160 No.2 Road 

Applicant: Western Maple Lane Holdings Ltd. 

Planning Area(s): Blundell 
----~----------------------------------------------------

Existing Proposed 

Owner: Western Maple lane Holdings Ltd. No Change 

Site Size (m2
): 3,127 m2 (33,660 tr) 3,119 m2 (33,574 fe) 

Land Uses: Single-Family Residential Multiple-Family Residential 

OCP Designation: Low-Density Residential No Change 

Area Plan Designation: N/A No Change 

702 Policy Designation: N/A No Change 

Zoning: Single Detached (RS1/E) 
Medium-Density Townhouses 
(RTM3) 

Number of Units: 1 18 

Arterial Road Redevelopment 
Other Designations: Policy - Multiple Family No Change 

Development 

On Future Bylaw Requirement I Proposed I Variance 
Subdivided Lots 

Density (units/acre) : N/A 23.3 upa nla 

Floor Area Ratio: Max. 0.7 0.675 none permitted 

Lot Coverage - Building: Max. 40% 35.2% none 

Lot Coverage - Non-porous Max. 70% 70% Max. none 
Surfaces 

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

Setback - Front Yard - No.2 
Min. 6 m 6.0 m none 

Road (m): 
Setback - Exterior Side Yard-

Min.6m 6.0 m none 
Maple Road (m): 
Setback - Interior Side Yard Min . 3 m 3.0 m Min. none 
(South)jm): 

Setback -Rear Yard (East) (m): Min.3m 6.0 m none 
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On Future 
I Bylaw Requirement I Proposed Variance Subdivided Lots 

Height (m): Max. 12.0 m (3 storeys) 11.7 m (3 storeys) none 

Lot Size (min. dimensions): Min. 40 m wide Approx. 50.29m wide 
x 30 m deep x 62.18 m deep 

none 

Off-street Parking Spaces -
2 (R) and 0.2 (V) per unit 

2 (R) and 
none Resident (R) I Visitor (V): 0.22(V) per unit 

Off-street Parking Spaces - Total: 40 40 none 

Tandem Parking Spaces: not permitted 0 none 

Small Car Parking Stalls: 
Max. 50% x 40 stalls 

18 none = 20 stalls 

Amenity Space - Indoor: Min. 70 m2 or Cash-in-lieu $18,000 cash-in-lieu none 

Amenity Space - Outdoor: 
Min. 6 m2 

X 18 units 
110 m2 min. 

= 108 m2 none 

Other: Tree replacement compensation required for removal of bylaw-sized trees. 
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ATIACHMENT 0 

t i'ltl~,ltlil n ~r~:I?:~!iJ;~;~l;~~~l~I~',~~:;}l,:~~?!~'ti.fD ~ '~ t'i 3'f1 
':~1!J;i!~::~;:~r:":f~j~:.' ~~i~~~,%~~~~~" :~;!';:~::tfj ~;r~ 

April 3, 2012 
City of Richmond Planning Department 
Att: Edwin Lee and Planning Committee rf Council 
Re: RZ-IO-516267 

i 
I 

Dear Mr. Lee and Planning Committee: I 

This is an Addendum to our submission datkd April 11, 2011. 

We wish to re-confirm that in principle we t e not opposed to this 
development particularly since it has been Oouncil' s policy to penni t 
multiple family rezoning all up and down rober 2 Rd., 

We appreciate the developer's positive resp nse to several requests we have 
made as noted in last April's letter. We not that in addition to those 
improvements the developer is now also COli itting to signalization of the 
Number 2 Rd.,/Maple Rd. intersection. 

I 
I 

However, we are concerned that some peop\e are calling for this 
development's illiveway to be placed onto I1umber 2 Road. 

i , 
Such a driveway impacts not only Covenantl Court and its residents but all 

I 
who use the shared driveway between Covepant Court and the adjacent 
church. We circulated a petition among CoV:enant COUli residents and those 
who regularly use our common driveway. l~e 121 name petition in 
opposition to a Number 2 Rd. driveway is ahached. 

We wish to register our objection to a NUl) er 2 Rd. driveway in the 
strongest possible manner. The reasons for lur objection are as follows: 

• A Number 2 Rd. driveway contraven6~s the Official Community Plan 
guidelines which recommend driVewIlys be kept off arterial roads 
whenever possible. 

• All up and down Number 2 Rd. devel
l 

pments in recent years have 
been made to comply with the OCP' si guidelines to keep driveways 
off arterial roads. Why should this de-Yelopment be treated 

I 
! 
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differently? 
• It is against the original staff recommendations. 
• It places the future residents of this proposed development at greater 

risk both when coming and going. 
• This driveway will add to the difficulty of going into and out of ow' 

shared driveway with the church, thus placing even more people at 
risk. 

• The 9 suites that look out over the proposed development will be 
impacted far more severely with noise and exhaust fumes from cars, 
garbage trucks, delivery vans and at night bright headlights etc. The 
quiet enjoyment of the use of those 9 outdoor patios and sundecks in 
particular will be severely curtailed. 

It has been suggested that traffic on the proposed driveway would be 'right
in and right-out' only. That sounds nice but it is unenforceable and highly 
impractical. Consider yourself a future resident wishing to run an errant at 
the nearest shopping centre -- Blundell and Number 2 Rd . Going is fine, but 
coming back is highly problematic. 

You are south-bound on Number 2 Rd. At Francis Rd. you must tU111 either 
left or right. It matters not which way you turn; either way the trip will be 
extended nearly four times. Suppose you turn right) you proceed to 
Railroad, turn left to Williams. On Williams you go back to Number 2 Rd. 
then tum left and proceed to your driveway. The just over 0.5 mile return 
trip has now become just shy of 2.5 miles. Does anyone seriously believe 
that people are actually going to do that? If you assume that future residents 
will actually do it, why would you impose such a dreadful penalty on these 
folks, particularly when there is an alternative readily available? 

It is not as though Maple Rd. is burdened with traffic. As you know, Maple 
is blocked between Number 2 Rd. and Gilbert. Hence, the traffic on Maple 
east of Number 2 Rd ., where the subject property is, is but a fraction of the 
traffic on Maple west of Number 2 Rd. 

Traffic along Number 2 Rd. is very heavy almost anytime of the day. There 
is a double yellow line, which many wrongly assume does not pennit south
bound traffic to tum into the church driveway and when cars do} as happens 

lOne of our residents observed the following numbers of cars on Sunday, Oct. 23, 2011 
between 11 : 15 am and 12: 130 pm. Right turns from Church drive 93; left tums from 
Church driveway 38; coming into Church driveway 17. 

2 
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frequently, following motorists get velY annoyed. They have just left the 
signaled intersection and must now unexpectedly brake, stop and wait. This 
proposal would create two such bottle necks, one immediately after the 
other. Is that sound traffic planning? 

To allow this latest proposed driveway is very, very poor planning. The 
much revered, late Jane Jacobs taught that livable communities need to be 
planned with people in mind. Coming home in the dark, having to cross a 
double center line, two lanes of traffic and a sidewalk which the elderly 
residents from our seniors housing use in scooters and walkers is not 
planning with people in mind - it is more like abandoning people. 

Can any of you doubt that future residents of this proposed development if 
given an opportunity would choose Maple Rd. over Number 2 Rd. as a 
preferred way to enter and leave their home property? 

We sincerely hope planning for people will prevail and the location of the 
driveway will remain on Maple Road. 

In closing it is our view that the signalization of Maple and Number 2 Rd. 
will be a benefit to our residents but also all the traffic which tries to get 
onto Number 2 Rd. from west of Maple. That traffic has cUlTently a hard 
time particularly in the morning when nearly all that traffic turns left to go 
north along Number 2 Rd . 

.. -
Nick Loenen 
President, CRSHS. 
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ATTACHMENT F 

August 5,2011 

Mayor and Councillors 
City of Richmond 
6911 No.3 Road 
Richmond, BC, V6Y 20 

Dear Sir/Macfam, 

Re: Application by Western Maple lclfle Hotdings Ltd. for Rezoning at 916{} No.2 Road from Single Oetadted 

(RS1/E) to Medium Density Townhouses [RTM3] - File: RZ 10-516267 

We are writing to strongly oppose the captioned rezoning application.. We are extrem~y disappointed that, 

desptte opposition by numerous- households and residents in the vicinfty, vIa in writing ana in- person, the Gty still 

decides to proceed and give the rezoning application- first rea-ding. 

We now reiterate oUf/firm opposition to this proposed rezoning. Our concerns are: 

1. This development will not conform in character and be compatible with adjacent properties. The site may 

fall within the general Arterial Road Redevelopme~t Policy, but the proposed townhouses, be they 2 or 3 

storeys, are certainly not harmonious in scale and form with thls. particular surroundlng area, as required 

by the City Multiple-Family Guidelines. Here, the neighouring properties are large high-grade detached 

Single-family houses situated on huge lots, many arounq or even over 10,000 sq. ft. each. 

2. The Increase in population will no doubt ruin the long-time serene, quiet and peaceful environment and 

lifestyl'e of this low-dens-fty community. ' 

3. Increased traffic and parking along Maple Road and at the intercepti<lo w~th No·. 2 Road will be hazardous 

to pedestrians as well as the drivers. Residents are used to the existing light traffic, and will find it difficult 

to cope with. In particular, many seniors and children, who walk to the park, school and bus stop every 

day, will be exposed to serious danger. The Maple Road main access of this development and the 

proposed 2 outbound tanes on Mapte Road will not solve, but will aggravate, the problem. 

4. It is undeniable that this project wilt greatly de-value the neighbouring properties. 

We sincerely appeal to the Oty not to sacrifice the well-being of numerous neighbouring residents over the 

interests of only one developer. We would appreciate your kind consideration of our strong objections and reject 

the subject rezoning application. Otherwise, we will be obliged to talee further action. 

!hank you very much_ 

Yours faithfullyt.> .. i;.t .2'"< 

~'i . .f.l'l1 ~ 

Si~ratCfr~'s(sf _____ _ 
.,.;.it;.#> .... 'f' \.;..o 

. Name{s) 

Address: 

(+:-------
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ATTACHMENT G 

Western Maple Holdings Ltd. 

9160 No.2 Road (RZ 10-516267) 
Report on Public Information Meeting 

held on March 29, 2012 at the Thompson Community Centre 

- A total of 164 invitations were delivered to the residents in the Maple Road and No.2 Road 
neighborhood, as per address labels provided by City Staff. A separate presentation was 
presented to the residents of the senior housing complex, Covenant Court. 

- 57 persons (some are from the same family) attended the meeting. 

- The developer and his staff, and Wayne Fougere, the Architect, were present. 

- Edwin Lee from the City was also present. 

- The meeting lasted from 5:45 to 7:45 pm. 

- Plans, drawings and renderings were presented for viewing. 

- There were questions and answers, and discussion among the people present. 

THE FOLLOWING IS THE SUMMARY OF THE COMMENTS FROM THE RESIDENTS 

ALONG MAPLE ROAD BETWEEN No.2 ROAD AND GILBERT ROAD WHO ATTENDED 

THE MEETING: 

J. The townhouses do not confonn with the single family housing in the neighborhood. 18 units 
is loo dense. Prefer single famiJy homes. 

2 . The 3 storey buildings are too high compared to the single family homes. 

3. The 18 units of townhouses will create traffic and parking problems on Maple Road and No.2 
Road, particularly for cars trying to tum left from Maple Road onto No.2 Road in the morning. 

4 . The entrance to the townhouse project is better on No.2 Road instead of Maple Road as there 
will be traffic congestion caused by traffic entering No.2 Road from Maple Road. 

5 . Suggesting a traffic light to be installed on the junction of No.2 Road and Maple Road. 
However, one commented that a traffic light on this junction is no good, as there is one light on 
Francis and No.2 Road already. 

6. Suggesting removal of blockade at Romaniuk Drive to ea..<;e traffic. 

7. The market value of the properties in the neighborhood will be adversely affected. 

9 (60 No.2 Road - March 29 Pi\lje.C1" Information Tv!eeting l i Page. PH - 143



8. There will be too much parking on the street. There is not enough visitors' parking in the 
complex. 

9. The residents on the east side of Romaniuk Drive are worried that the blockade at Romaniuk 
Drive will be removed because of the townhouse development. They opposed to the project 
because they do not want to see more cars driving to their side of Maple Road. 

THE FOLLOWING JS THE SUMMARY OF THE COMMENTS FROM THE RESIDENTS WHO 

LIVE OUTSIDE OF THE MAPLE ROAD VICINITY AND ATTENDED THE MEETING: 

1. Will support the project if the traffic light is installed on No.2 Road and Maple Road, and the 
barricade blocking traffic between No.2 Road and Gilbert Road on Maple Road remains. 

2. Support the project as it is along a main road , with easy access to school and public transit. It 
is also next to another condo complex, plus other multi-family projects along No.2 Road. No 
reason to reject this project. 

3. Support the project because Richmond needs more affordable housing for young and less 
wealthy people, other than single family homes for wealthy people. 

4. The project is well-designed and conforms to Richmond's City Policy. 

5. The City is getting less affordable and needs more projects like this one. 

6. As a young professional, townhouses and condos are the only housing that is affordable. The 
town home complex will provide bigger community support and networking for young 
families, young couples and single professionals. High density development also provides 
higher taxes for the City . 

7. The townhouse development brings balance to the community. 

8. Multi-family is the trend on busy street like No.2 Road. A new development will beautify the 
entire neighborhood with new designs and planning. In this case, replacing a very old house, 
and represents best use for the land. 

9 . The traffic light will make it safer for pedestrians crossing No.2 Road . 

10. The project has little effect on the homes situated on the eastside of Maple Road on the side of 
Gilbert Road. 

- -... - .. . - - - - -- - - .. -
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OUR RESPONSE TO THE VISITORS AT THE MEETING REGARDING THEIR CONCERNS 

ARE AS FOLLOWS: 

I. Our property is situated on tbe south-eastern corner of No.2 Road and Maple Road. 
Immediately to our south is a senior housing apartment complex, and on our east is an older 2 
storey house. In the immediate neighborhood, forms of development include, older small 
bungalows, older walk-out basement bungalows, new modest-sized two-storey homes (with 
double car garages facing the street, two storey entries and auto courts), newer large two-storey 
homes (with auto courts, three car garages and two storey entries), a three and a half storey 
apartment building, (the senior housing immediately to the south of the subject properly), a 
church (with a large parking lot) and a small commercial development. Within a block radius 
of the property there also several townhouse developments, duplexes and a small commercial 
centre. 

2 . Smaller homes in the neighborhood will provide affordable housing for young people and 
families, many of who would prefer to stay in the neighborhood they grew up in, close to their 
parents. Smaller homes will also allow long time area residents who find themselves empty 
nesters to downsize from a large family home without moving out of their neighborhood. 
Townhouse represents a good alternative between condo and single family home, and it is in 
fact preferred by many people. 

3. Along No.2 Road between Westminster Highway and Sleveston Highway, there are 23 multi
family housing projects, some situated on corner properties, some in the middle of the block . 
The proposed project will be one of the most attractive ones among them. 

4. Eighteen homes will generate a limited amount of traffic, based on the Trafftc Study performed 
by Bunt and Associates, and the Traffic Experts in the City concur with this opinion, after a 
separate study of their own. We will install a ful! flUlction traffic light at the junction of Maple 
Road and No.2 Road . This will actually improve the traffic flow in this area, particularly for 
the traffic coming from Maple Road onto No.2 road from the westside of No.2 Road. 

5. All of the homes have a garage for parking two cars side-by-side. The City requires us to 
provide an extra four cars for visitor parking. Some of our units will have 3 car garages . 

6. More street parking will be available due to our improved roadway frontage on Maple Road 
and the location of a single driveway crossing situated at the eastern property line. If single 
family homes are built instead, the frontage will be taken by driveways instead of for on-street 
parking. 

7. The property east of our development will be screened with a row of tall trees and there is 
ample open space separating it from the townhouses. The height of the townhouses is not too 
much higher than the new single family homes in the area. 
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8. Our three storey buildings will be built below the road elevation and will have about the same 
height as the newer single family homes built along Maple Road. The windows in our homes 
will be the same types of windows in the homes on the north side of Maple Road (entry, living 
room, master bedroom and stair). These Maple Road fronting homes will be all duplexes, (so 
are the units situated on the eastern property line facing our eastern neighbor), making them 
more similar to the single family homes. 

9. Garage doors will not face Maple Road. It makes the exterior look better than some single 
family homes in which the garages are the prominent feature. 

10. As to the increase density. These new townhomes are of very high quality construction, with 
side-by-side double car garages on the back side, and very modem and eye-pleasing exterior 
finishes. They will compare very well with the neighboring homes and certainly will add value 
to the area. A few more friendly people in the neighborhood will add to the quality of life, 
increase the number of residents keeping watch over the neighborhood and will deter the 
criminal elements by increasing the number of eyes on the street. 

I J. The blockade that blocks the traffic on Maple Road at Romanuik Drive will remain . This will 
ease the mind of the residents living east of this blockade, who does not want to see through 
traffic from No.2 Road to Gilbert Road. 
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April .1., 2012 

Mayor and, Councillors 
City of Richmond 
6911 No.3 Road 
Richmond, BC, V6Y 2C1 

Dear Mayor and Councillors, 

ATTACHMENT I 

Re: Application by Western Maple lane Holdings Ltd. for Rezoning at 9160 No.2 Road from Single 

Detached (RSl/E) to Medium Density Townhouses (RTM3] - File: RZ 10-516267 

The purpose of this letter is to note our fervent objection to Western Maple Lane Holdings Ltd,'s 

application to rezone 9160 No.2 Road. The developer's rezoning application, submitted last year, was met 

with strong o.pposition by 447 neighbourhood residents, ;md at that time t~e Mayor and Councillors were 

notified either in writing or in person. The developer withdrew"his plan from the scheduled public hea'ring 

last September. 

However, the developers current revised design is still totally unacceptable. It ignor-es our concerns as he 

still plans to build 18 three-storey townhouses where a single ho,use went ~own. The slight modifications 

he proposes are purely cosmetic in nature and do not resolve any of our neighborhood's concerns. 

We a re left with no choice but to 'once again reiterate our firm opposition to this pro posed rezoning. Our 

concerns are as follows:' 

1. This proposed townhouse deveropm~nt in no way conforms in character to any adiacent 

properties, As you deliberate on this matter, you should not take the biased view that only the 

continued multiunit development along No. 2 Road should be considered. The proposed 

townhouse development will have a large footprint along Maple Road, which consist,s entirely of ' 

detached single-family dwellings! You should also look at the rest of the immediate neighborhood: 

Maple Road, Martyniuk Gate and Place, Romaniuk Drive, Magnolia Drive, Juniper Gate and Drive, 

and other arterials. 'The properties in this area consist of large, high-grade detai::hed Single-family 

houses situated on oversized lots. Townhouses of .the type and quantity proposed are not in 

character with this particular area, as requi'red by the City Multiple-Family Guidelines. 

2. Currently, residents in this area are already experiencing traffic problems at the intersecti.on of 

Maple Road and No, 2 Road, particularly in the mornings and early evenings. With the influx of 

eighteen more households where a single house stood before, including visitors to the proposed 

complex, the increase in vehicular ,traffic will certa in!y create hazards, further delays, and present 

inconvenience for both <;Irivers and pedestrians of this neighborhood. The proposed tr<;lffic light 

will not ease the p.roblems. This traffic light -- if it Is ever installed - will only be a few houses from 

the traffic light at No, 2 and Francis Rds, Ther'e have already been numerous accidents at that 

intersection. Another traffic light so close to that main intersection will only create more problems, 

The Maple Road 'entrance and exit from this proposed development will only aggravate this 

problem. 
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3 . The consequent population increase in the 18 units will doubtfe~s negatively affect the serenity and 

peacefulness of this low-density community. 

4. An increase of 18 households will no doubt create a parking problem along Maple Road. Many city 

dwellers today use their garages for .storage and therefore have to park their cars on the street. 

Residents of the proposed complex would be forced to park along Maple Road. But there is no 

allowance for this. Visitors to the proposed complex would also be parking along Maple Road, since 

there are too few designated visitor parking s[:!ots in the proposed complex. This is clearly 

unacceptable in this quiet and unassuming neighborhood. 

Our commu nity sees no rationale for why the City has to sacrifice the well-being of· numerous 

neighbourhood residents over the business interests of one developer. Hence, we ap'peal for the second 

time to the City to listen to our deep-seated cQncerns abounhis proposed qevelopment. and reject the 

rezoning application. As an alternative, we ask you to consider the development on the southwest corner 

of Gilbert and Blundell. Here, three lots were rezoned to permit the construction of a total of six single 

detached houses. Could that not be a model for the development on No" 2 Road and Maple? Also, on the 

northwest corner of Maple and No. 2 Rd ., plans call for three single-family homes to be constructed on 

that lot. This development, again, fits into the character of the surrounding neighborhood. This is all we ask 

for. Please do not fundamentally change our neighborhood for the sake of another multiunit development. 

Your thoughtful consideration is much appreciated. 

Yours sincerely, 

Signat~res(s) _-,.:..." ..... ,,..., ..... --'-=_,-

Name(s) 

Address: 

Telephone _~..,... .. _~':!-' "-'''~''-=-=_',-,--;,,--- . ____ ,--____ _ 
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City of 
Richmond 

ATIACHMENTK 

Rezoning Considerations 
Development Applications Division 

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

Address: 9160 No.2 Road File No,: RZ 10-516267 

Prior to final adoption of Zoning Amendment Bylaw 8769, the developer is required to complete the 
following: 
1. Dedication of a 4m x 4m comer cut at Maple Road and No . 2 Road. 

2. The granting of a 2.0 wide Public Rights of Passage (PROP) right-of-way along the entire west property linc (No. 2 
Road frontage) c/w a 4m x 4m corner cut at Maple Road for future road widening, 

3. Registration of a flood indemnity covenant on title. 

4. Enter into a Servicing Agreement'" for the design and construction of off-site works on both frontages. Works 
include, but may not be limited to: 

a) No 2 Road: 

Removal of the existing sidewalk, pouting a new 1.5 m sidewalk at the new property line and establishing a grass 
and treed boulevard (this ALL subject to the health & proximity of the existing trees along the No 2 Road edge); 

b) Maple Road: 

I. Per the capacity analysis, upgrade the storm sewer across the Maple Road frontage to 900mm diameter on a 
manhole to manhole basis. 

II. Widen Maple Road to 11.2m, relocating the curb & gutter, creating a grass & treed boulevard c/w davit arm 
street lighting and installation a 1.50 m sidewalk at the propert.y line. 

iii . It is noted that the Maple Road widening will be over a ISOmm AC watermain. The design Engineer may 
recommend that the watermain be replaced as part of the design/construction process (al! existing watennain 
breakages during construction are the clients sole responsibility). 

c) No.2 RoadlMapJc Road Intersection: 

Upgrade the intersection with full traffic signals, complete with audible pedestrian signals (APS). The works will 
include but not be limited to : roadway widening, utility relocation, reconstruction of Maple Rd. on the east and 
west leg, pavement markings and signage changes. In order to determine the requirements of the Servicing 
Agreement for the design and construction of off-site works. a Transportation Functional Plan including road 
dimensions and road cross sections for all approaches is required. All proposed transportation and traffic 
improvements a.re subject to review and final approval of the Director of Transportation and the Director of. 
Engineeril~. 

Note: All works are at the developer'S sole cost; i.e. no DCC credits apply. 

5. City acceptance of the developer's offer to voluntarily cOJJtribute $2.00 per buildable square foot (e.g. $47,003 .23) to 
the City's affordable housing fund. 

6. Contribution of $1,000 per dwelling unit (e.g. $18,000) in-lieu of on-site indoor ameoity space. 

7. City acceptance of the developer's offer to volunta.rily contribute $5,500 to the City's Tree Compensation Fund for 
the planting of eleven (11) replacement trees within the City. 

8. Subrn.jssion of a Tree Survival Security to the City in the amount of$24,OOO for the eight (8) trees to be retained. 
50% of the security will be released upon completion of the proposed landscapiog works on site (design as per 
Development Penn it for 9160 No.2 Road). The remaining 50% of the security will be release one year after final 
inspection of the completed landscaping in order to ensure that the trees have survived. 

9. City acceptance of the developer's offer to voluntarily contribute $3,250 to Parks Division's Tree Compensation Fund 
for the removal of a Hazelnut tree and a Cedar tree located on the city boulevard on Maple Road. 

)510056 
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Note : Developer/contractor must contact the Parks Division (604-244-1208 ext. 1342) four (4) business days prior to 
the removal to allow proper signage to be posted. All costs of removal and compensation are the responsibility 
borne by the applicant. 

10. Submission of a Contract entered into between the applicant and a Certified Arborist for supervision of anyon-site 
works conducted WitJlin the tree protection zone of the trees to be retained. The Contract should include the scope of 
work to be undertaken, including: the proposed number of site monitoring inspections, and a provision for the 
Arborist to submit a post-construction assessment report to the City for review. 

11. The submission and processing of a Development Permit* completed to a level deemed acceptable by the Director of 
Development. 

Prior to Demolition Permit Issuance, the developer must complete the following requirements: 
I. Installation of appropriate tree protection fencing on-site around all trees to be retained on-site and on adjacent 

properties to the north and east prior to any construction activities, including building demolition, occulTing on-site. 

Note : Should the applicant wish to begin site preparation work after Third Reading of the Rezoning Bylaw, but prior 
to Final Adoption ofilie Rezoning Bylaw, the applicant will be required to obtain a Tree Permit and submit a 
landscape security (i.e. $23,000) to ensure the replacement planting will be provided. 

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

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

2. Incorporation of accessibility measures in Building Pemlit (BP) plans as determined via the Rezoning and/or 
Developme.nt Permit processes. 

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

Note: 

• 

Th is requ i res a separate app I icat ion . 

Where the Director of Development deems appropriate, the preceding agreements are to be drawn nol 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 sueh liens, charges aod encumbrances as is 
considered advisable by the Director of Development. All agreements to be registered in the Land Title Office sball, Wlless lhe 
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 tbe City including indemnities, warranties, equitablelrent 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. 

[Signed original on file] 

Signed Date 
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City of 
Richmond 

Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500 
Amendment Bylaw 8769 (10-516267) 

9160 NO.2 ROAD 

Bylaw 8769 

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

I. The Zoning Map of the City of Ricrunond, which accompanies and forms part of 
Riclunond Zoning ByJaw 8500, is amended by repealing the existing zoning designation 
of the following area and by designating it Medium Density Townhouses (RTM3). 

P.I.D.Ol0-776-443 
Lot J Except: Firstly: Part Subdivided By Plan 31630 

Secondly: Part Subdivided By Plan 38285, Block "B" 
Section 30 Block 4 North Range 6 West New Weslminster District Plan 2777 

2. This Bylaw may be cited as "Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500, Amendment Bylaw 
8769". 

FIRST READING 

A PUBLIC HEARING WAS HELD ON 

SECOND READING 

THIRD READING 

DEVELOPMENT REQUIREMENTS SATISFIED 

ADOPTED 

MAYOR 

3218461 

CORPORA TE OFFICER 

en)! OF 
RICHMOND 

APPROVED 
by", 

./ 
,- '--"-. ~ 

APPROVED 
by Olrettor 

9{ S,~J{CItCl' 
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KELVIN W AI-TUNG LEUNG 
28 6099 ALDEJI. STREET RICHMOND Be V7Y OA8· (P) 604.805.5323· (F) 604.214.8844· (El KIJN1~RS 

May 31,2012 

Mayor & CounCIlors 
City of Richmond 
6911 No, 3 Road 
Richmond BC V6Y 2C1 

Dear Mayor & Councilors, 

Re: Ma ple Road Deyeloome nt RZ 10-516267, 

T 0 ~~bIiC Hearing 
Oat.' ~L (.g' '1.<!rv 
","", 

R8: .I...w "31bQ 
I 

During the Planning Committee Meeting he ld on May 23, 2012 with regards to the above 
mentioned rezoning application, we were told by a lawyer that Council must listen to the 
people and not always side with the deve loper. I totally agree. When the community 
has ra ised their concerns they should be attended too. However, their concerns should 
be based on facts, have common sense, and be judged on fa irness to all those concerned. 
Let us do a small recap. rt was first raised that the Maple Development will have a 
negative impact on property values. But the new development actually replaces a very 
old and run down house. A new and well ~designed complex will increase the p roperty 
value in the area. The Maple Development might even be the best looking homes on the 
street! It was then raised that traffic is and will be an issue. The Developer committed 
to have a traffic light installed on Maple and 2 Road. Then "they" rejected it because it 
didn't make sense. Lastly, the Maple Road barrier has been demanded to stay in place. It 
was said that the Developer has a hidden agenda to remove the barricade. Let's make 
this crystal clear. The City wants to keeps the barricade. And the Developer wants to 
keep the barricade. However, I find it funny that when I read through "some" of the 
comments made by the residents of Maple Street, I read, "please remove the barricade". 
It has become very clear to me that anything under t he sun is said so that the Maple 
Development does not go ahead. 

The residents of Maple Road have argued they have paid a premium to live on Maple 
Road and continue to pay this premium in property taxes. This is simply not true, 
especially if they have lived in the neighborhood before 2002. Richmond has become a 
popular place to live the last 10 years because City Staff and Council have designed an 
OCP that put into motion a balanced and organized development plan for the City and 
made it one of the most livable places in the world. A plan that the people of Richmond 
support. One of the policies in th is plan is the ability to rezone on artery roads for multi 
family housing. These types of policies have made Richmond a prized destinatio"",:liiifiiRiiIC;:;"'/ot. 
this is the main driver in property value increases and predictably property: IbATE ~O 
Richmond. This in turn has made the owners of Maple Road millionaires i M multi "1.-
millionaires. However, there is a caveat. Traffic will increase in the nei b rhqods. 0 
Once in a while people might have to wait an extra minute or two at the i te s..!iltJh5 ZOlZ 
Moreover, owners and their guests might not be able to park in front of t homes. 
Tpey may have to park in!a spot that is a short strp ll away, I do not thinkiwe ;vtq;~IVED f!f7 

I ('I ~" 
~€'AK'S 0« 
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KELVIN W AI-TUNG LEUNG 
28- 6099 ALDER STREET RICHMOND BC V7Y DAS· (P) 604.805.5323· (F) 604.21 4.8844· eE) KLINtRS@GMAIl..COM 

these peoples' living standards but I do admit minor inconveniences are created, but not 
to a point where a pregnant woman has to worry about the safety of her unborn child. Is 
it fair to say that all 18·unit owners as well as the current residents w ill drive out of 
thei r driveway at the same time and come home at the same time creating a log jam? 
Looking at our previous townhouse purchasers, and the ages of the protestors, highly 
unlikely. You will be surprised how many people are retired, don't work and/or empty 
nesters. Along No.2 Road, Lancer Road, Langton Road, Colville Road, street after street 
in Richmond has allowed their neighborhoods to be developed, and have made thei r 
small sacri fice. They have taken on these small inconveniences to increase the standard 
of living of Richmond as a whole. But the residents on Maple Road think they are above 
these other ne ighborhoods. They are above Richmond's policies. These residents want 
to be protected from these little inconveniences. What they want is what they want and 
that is the only things that matters. And they have said just as much. These people have 
shown up at the wrong place at the wrong time. Their vo ices should be heard at OCP 
meetings to change the artery road policy. This policy has been in operation for over 10 
years and has been amended three times. But they have never showed up and probably 
never wi ll. You know why? Because the policy is a good policy. They just don't want it 
to affec t their street! Is this fair to all concerned, or does this sound a litt le selfish? 

The Developers has given much time and thought in to the Maple Development. My 
heart goes out to the archi tect who has spent many hours designing a beautiful project 
with a very pleasing landscape. For residents to make comments such as ugly and 
unattractive is unin tellectual. To make a biased comment to get what they want is 
unbecoming. The Developer has compromised, compromised and compromised, 
listening to all of the neighbors' concerns. If staff and Council had always sided with 
Developers, this project would have been completed by now and the residents of Maple 
Road would have 18 new friends (at least 18 more homes paying property taxes into the 
City's coffers). The Development signs have been da maged and vandalized twice, and it 
was cut down and stolen the th ird time. Thomas, the Developer, who has lived in th is 
community for the las t 20 years has heard from some neighbors that the dissenting 
group have endlessly pressure them into signing their forms and putting up thei r signs. 
I personally have a friend who fully supports the project but is too scared to voice his 
opinion publicly because he does not want to be castrated by this dissenting group. He 
actually is ra ther scared of this mob. Furthermore, there has been a lot of 
disinformation created which are outright lies. One person was told tha t the subject 
property was a park, and we are destroying the park and killing the animals to make 
townhouses. 

I wou ld say that the residents have a legitimate concern that some developers are not 
the most faithful and are greedy. We are not one of them. We have operated in 
Richmond for over thirty years. I have lived in Richmond for 33 years and in this 
neighborhood for 15 (though not currently). Furthermore, as the fu ture owner of 
Western Construction I can say we aren't going anywhere and have a vested in terest in 
the CitY of Richmond, as well a~ a vested interest in out reputation. How many people 
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would buy ou r homes if they fo und out we ruined a neighborhood? We rely on expert 
opinions and experience. When two traffic experts say that traffic is not any different 
than any similar street in Richmond and the impact of 18 townhouses is minimal. We 
can only concur. 

At the end of the day, the Maple Development is within the OCP and policies of 
Richmond, and most importantly the policy involved is an effective policy to encourage 
diversification of home ownership, to create an affordab le form of housing close to 
single fam ily homes, to encourage the use of public transportation and to support 
neighborhood commercial centers. A comprehensively designed town house project at 
the junction of No.2 and Maple Road, next to a senior home apartment and church 
where day care faci lities are availab le, a few blocks from the Blundell Centre, and across 
the street from a small convenience store, and wi th direct bus services, represents the 
best use of the land. It will enhance the property va lue of the neighborhood, increase 
the tax base and is exactly what the City had in mind when it effected the artery road 
developmen t policy. I have attached a schedule showing 36 mul ti · fa mily developments 
that have been built a long No.2 Road alone. 

In clOSing, let's put th is situation under a different light. If a gay couple moved into said 
neighborhood, do the residents of the community have a r ight to prevent their entry for 
fear that t he area will be turned into a gay neighborhood? Should the neighborhood get 
thei r wish becauselOOO/O is aga inst gay rights? Individual cou ncilors may be for or 
against gay r ights, but they are sitting in their seat to uphold the policies and bylaws of 
Richmond, whether or not they agree or disagree with some of them. The people of 
Richmond rely on Council to make the tough but right decisions, and some of these 
decisions might not be the most popular amongst some corners. Council's responsibility 
and obligation is to serve the better good of the City, not just the good of a special 
in te rest group. I hope and trust that you will not make a decision based on polit ics, and 
the popularity of this comparatively very very small group, who want to build a wa ll 
around themselves and jeopard ize the we ll being of other Richmond citizens. 

Sincerely, 

Kelvin Leung. 

, 

I I I I 
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List of Multi-family complex built along No.2 Road 

Address l ocation Type 
1.10795 No.2 Road (10 units) No.2 & Steveston Townhouse 
2.10980 No. 2 Road (15 units) No. 2 & Steveston Townhouse 

3. 10900 No. 2 Road (12 units) No. 2 & Steveston Townhouse 
4. 10040 and 10042 No.2 Road No. 2 & Steveston Duplex 
5. 9733 No.2 Road (13 units) No.2 & William Townhouse 
6. 9688 No.2 Road (15 units) No.2 & William Townhouse 
7.6100 Woodward Road (50 units) No.2 & Woodward Townhouse 
8. 9420 and 9440 No. 2 Road No.2 & Woodward Duplex 
9. 9391 and 9393 No. 2 Road No.2 & Woodward Duplex 
10. 9380 and 9382 No.2 Road No.2 & Woodward Duplex 
11. 9360 and 9362 No.2 Road No.2 & Woodward Duplex 
12.9340 and 9342 No.2 Road No.2 & Woodward _ D~'plex 
- - ---- - .- -- - -- - --

13. 9260 (old folks home 26 units) No.2 & Maple Senior Home 
14. 9100 and 9120 No. 2 Road No.2 & Francis Duplex 
15. 5651 Lackner Cr (22 units) No.2 & Lackner Townhouse 
16.6031 Francis Road (10 units) No. 2 & Francis Townhouse 
17. 8380 No. 2 Road (14 units) Townhouse 
18.5933 Colville Road (10 units) No.2 & Colville Townhouse 
19. 8391 and 8392 No.2 Road No.2 & Colville Duplex 
20.8351 and 8371 No.2 Road No.2 & Colville Duplex 
21 . 831 1 No.2 Road (12 units) No.2 & Colville Townhouse 
22. 8271 and 8273 No.2 Road No. 2 & Colville Duplex 
23. 8171 No.2 Road (10 units) No.2 & Blundell Townhouse 
24. 8133 and 8155 No.2 Road No.2 & Blundell Duplex 
25. 5988 Lancing Road (24 units) No.2 & Lancing Townhouse 
26. 7660 No. 2 Road (4 units) No.2 & Lancing Townhouse 
27.7560 and 7580 No. 2 Road No.2 & Lancing Duplex - - -- --- -

28. 7391 and 7411 No. 2 Road No.2 & Lancing Duplex 
29. 7260 Langton Road (15 units) No.2 & Langton Townhouse 
30. 7240 Langton Road (20 units) No.2 & Langton Townhouse 
31 . 7231 No. 2 Road (26 units) Townhouse 
32. 7240 and 7242 No. 2 Road No.2 & Comstock Duplex 
33. 6020 and 6022 Comstock Road No.2 & Comstock Duplex 
34. 5980 Granville Ave (7 units) No.2 & Granville Townhouse 
35. 5740 Garrison Road (57 units) No.2 & Garrison Townhouse 
36. 6675 No. 2 Road (9 units) Townhouse 

21 15 
37. 9900 No.2 Road (24 units 3 storey) No.2& William 1 

Project re-zoning approved in Summer 2011 

Total Project: 22 15 

( 
, 
( ( I I 
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Send a Submission Online (response #683) .--:-~-=-=--'l.~~ f 1 
To Public Hear,i:':o'A' 

Cat.: ;;£~ \ I> \ 'WIV 

MayorandCouncillors 
ttem '" ~ 
R.: bib 'b1!{\ 

I 

From: 

Sent: 

City of Richmond Website [webgraphics@richmond.ca) 

June 11 , 2012 10:33 AM 

To: MayorandCounciliors 

Subject: Send a Submission Online (response #663) 

Categories: 08-4100-02-01 - Development -Inquiries and Complaints - General 

Send a Submission Online (response #683) 

Survey Information 
Site: City Website 

-~-" 

Page Title : Send a Submission Online 

URL: http://cms.richmond.ca/Page1793.aspx 

Submission TimelDate: 6/1112012 10:37:23 AM 

Survey Response 

Your Name: Peter Kho 

Your Address: 9293 Romaniuk Dr 

Subject Property Address OR 8769 
Bylaw Number: 

I 
I 

Comments: 

, 

06111120 12 

-
This is TOO LARGE a development for this 
property. The access road from Maple is too 
close to the intersection. Cars turning left from 
No 2 Road would be backed up on No 2 
Road. It is a short distance from Francis to 
Maple and this would create a lineup of cars 
on No 2 Road waiting to turn left. II have lived 
in this area for the past 22 years. I have been 
witness to numerous accidents on No. 2 Road 
between Francis and Maple. Adding more 
traffic to th is intersectiom would create an 
even more hazardous situation. Densification 
is a good thing on the right property. This 
property is not a suitable property as it 
creates a dangerous road situation. Please 
keep in mind the residents af this area do 
NOT want to density this property. The 
development does not conform to the 
character of this area. Does it make sense to 
satisfy the needs (profit) of 1 develper over 
the wishes of the citizens who have lived here 
for many years. This property would be best 
kept zoned as single housing . Thanks for 
your attention . P. Kho 
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Send a Submission Onl ine (response #684) Page I of I 

To Public Hearing 
Dat8:...:r~\\ z..o ' Z:::::. 

MayorandCouncillors Item '- Z: 

From: City of Richmond Website (webgraph ics@richmond.ca} 
fl • . 12>f&d 

Sent: June 11, 2012 5:50 PM 

To: MayorandCounciliors 

Subject: Send a Submission Online (response #684) 

Categories: 12-8060-20-8769 - 9160 No 2 Road 

Send a Submission Online (response #684) 

Survey Information -- -=---==---l Site: City Website 
--- --

Page Title: Send a Submission Online , 

URL: http://cms.richmond.ca/Page1793.aspx -- ----- -
Submission Time/Date: 6111120125:53:33 PM 

Survey Response 

Your Name: Rong Zhang 

Your Address: 
r----

6431 Maple Road 

Subject Property Address OR 9160 No.2 Road 
Bylaw Number: 

---
Dear Whomever This May Concern: Hello, I 
am wri ting to voice my concerns regarding the 
rezoning at 9160 No. 2 Road. The proposed 
townhouse development will create serious 
traffic and parking problems for the residence 

Comments: i 
of Maple Road. Also, the amount of noise 
brought by the increased amount of traffic I 
also creates a problem for our quiet 
neighourhood. Lastly, as a parent, I no longer 
feel safe to let my young children play outside 
on our sidewalks due to the increased amount 

'--
of traffic. Thank you. 

06112/2012 

~.:ztA 
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June 10,2012 

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

Attn: Director, City Clerk's Office 

Dear Mr. Lee, 

To Public Hearing 
Dot.: S",-,--,- I g I '2<>1 V 
Item #. z... 
Rs! ~~ -, ~16~ 

RE: Zoning Amendment Bylaw 8769 (RZ 10-516267) 

We are writing to express our opposition to the proposed development at 9160 No.2 
Road. OUf concerns are similar to those of other residents of Maple Road, with the 
primary issues being: 

1. The project design and density does not conform to the norm of the neighborhood. 
Presently, Maple Road consists primarily of single family homes on large lots, 
introducing a townhouse development to this area will upset the current 
neighborhood aesthetics in addition to devaluing properties immediately 
surrounding the proposed development site. 

2. The potential for increased traffic from this development has been deemed 
negligible by Bunt & Associates, however we feel that the analysis does not fully 
account for the fact that this area ofRicbmond is not nearly as well served by 
public transit as central Richmond, thus necessitating each new household in the 
development wi ll add an additional 2 cars, at minimum. This increased traffic, in 
addition to the large potential number of visitors to the development is significant 
when the current intersection services just over 100 households to the East 
(approximation based on number of households on the eastern side of Maple Road 
needing to use the No.2 Rd intersection). This would be an addition of nearly 
20%. 

One proposed solution to this issue was the installation of a full traffic signaL 
This would create several other significant issues. We fervently oppose the 
installation of a full traffic signal at the intersection of Maple Road and No.2 
Road. The portion of Maple Road to the West of No. 2 Road is currently a 
through street, connecting to both No.2 Road and Railway A venue. 
lmplementing a traffic signal at No.2 Road and Maple Road would encourage 
traffic to use the Western section of Maple Road as a shortcut between No.2 
Road and Railway Avenue. As a resident of this side of Maple Road I can attest to 'l, 
the current poor design in terms of pedestrian safety on this side of Maple Roa .~ 
On several occasions in the 4 years we have lived here, we have seen pedestr' b5 
nearly struck by traffic speeding down our street. Were a traffic light to be 

INT 
OW 

101' C~ 

r- ~;~ 
['I!' 

-
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introduced, it would encourage even more drivers to use this route as a shortcut 
and endanger countless residents, including the many children that walk along 
Maple Road to get to school. Furthermore, a full traffic signal would have a 
negative impact to traffic conditions along No.2 Road, especially during peak 
hours, as the signal would be far to close to the intersection of No. 2 Road and 
Francis Road.lfyou insist 00 installing a full traffic signal at Maple Road and 
No.2 Road, traffic calming measures must be installed on Maple Road, West of 
No.2 Road to prevent drivers from using it as a main thoroughfare. 

Ifby "full traffic signal" the developer were speaking of a pedestrian activated 
traffic signal, like that at Woodwards Road and No.2 Road, then the 
aforementioned issues would not arise. 

3. The proposed 3 storey structures would impede upon the privacy of the immediate 
neighbors, especially the seniors residence to the south. 

4. The developer has proposed to construct the project below grade to maintain the 
appearance that the development height is in line with other properties on Maple 
Road, however there would then be the potential for the proposed development to 
flood, as water would drain into the oew below-grade development. We believe 
that there should be fewer units constructed on an at-grade site at a height of2 
storyes, rather than the current proposaL 

In conclusion, we strongly oppose the current redevelopment submission for 9160 Maple 
Road. Instead, they should either develop single-family homes similar to what has been 
constTucted at Gilbert Road and Blundell Road, or the density and height of the current 
proposal should be greatly reduced. 

Thank you for you consideration. 

Sincerely, 

AjmerGhag, 
On behalf of the residents of 5260 Maple Road 
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To Public Hearing 
Data: .::::l ~ ('6 I -zo IV 

Item #. V 

Ra: ~Ia.w ~1 {'~ 
May 30, 20 12 

The Honorable Mayor and City Councillors 
City of Richmond 
6911 No.3 Road 
Richmond, B.C. 
V6Y 2e l 

RE: 9160 No.2 Road - RZ 10-516267 

Dear Sir and Madam, 

Anita Fung 
#114-8751 General Currie Road 
Richmond, Be 
V6Y 3T7 

My name is Anita Fung and] have lived in Richmond for the majority of my life. T graduated 
from UBC and am working in Rkhmond, a city where I grew up in and a city where my parents 
also have been long term residents. I understand that recently, there is a lot of opposition against 
the application for rezoning of lands to multi-family, such as townhouses uses. The above 
mentioned fe-zoning application is an example. 1 also read in the newspapers that Richmond has 
become a " millionaire' s ci ly", where the average home costs over $1 mi llion. Some of these 
homes are too big and unpleasant looking, changing the way I imagined R.iclunond to present it. 
I believe one newspaper article states that Richmond is becoming a "Ghost Town" with big and 
dark hOllses all over the place, a sad but true rea lity . 

Many of my high school and UBC friends who grew up in Richmond are now forced to live in 
places like Surrey, Langley, Coquitlam or further away into the Fraser Valley away from their 
parents and older relatives. Financially, Richmond is out of their reach and will soon become a 
city of seniors and wealthy citizens. City Council and City Planners should thi.nk seriously abollt 
this consequence. Better use of existing land and a balanced growth should be promoted. 
Single-family hOll';es are indeed the predominant type of housing but as time progresses, more 
intense use of the land and smaller· and denser units should be allowed. The quality rather than 
the quantity of the housing should receive attention. 

For the inviting and close community that I be lieve Richmond is, the restriction of building 
monster homes shou ld be intens ified and the promotion of more affordable multi-family 
deVelopments encouraged. 

Yourstn y, 

Anita Fung 

J\J\-l \ 110\1 
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Send a Submission Online (response #686) Page I of I 

To Public Hearing 
Oat.:..:JW.,.t ['9 , "" V MayorandCouncillors 

'2 " Item I 
From: City of Richmond Website [webgraphics@richmond.ca] Re: ~Ia.w 'Plb4 , 
Sent: June 13, 2012 4:03 PM 

To: MayorandCouncil1ors 

Subject: Send a Submission Online (response #686) 

Categories: 12-8060-20-8769 - 9160 No 2 Rd RZ 10-516267 - Western Maple Lane Holdings 

Send a Submission Online (response #686) 

Survey Information 

I Site: City Website 

I Page Title: Send a Submission Online 

URL: http://cms.richmond.ca/Page1793.aspx 

I Submission TimelDate: 6/1312012 4:05:49 PM 

Survey Response 
Your Name: Mun ling Cheung 

Your Address: 5451 Maple Road Richmond BC V7E 1 G2 

Subject Property Address OR 
RZ 10-516267 Bylaw Number: 

My family and I have been living in the 
neighborhood for over 13 years. I have 
notified many developments in recent years 
and I would like to object this one even 
though I have not objected any before. My 
reasons are as below: 1) 18 three-storey 
townhouse units are too too much in such a 

Comments: proposed rezoning area. 2) Traffic is one of 
my main concerns as many southbound 
vehicles will turn left on No.2 Road at Maple 
Road. 3) Safety, noices, nuisances, parkings, 
and many many others are problems when 
rezoning is approved. 4) To be honest I don't 
have a single reason to accept this rezoning 
except that I am the developer. Finally, I 

! 
strongly object th is rezoning. 

06113/2012 

JUN 1 3 2012 

('! ~ 
"''''j- RECEIVED {<"" 

ct. €RK'S O PH - 163



-8 JUN 1011 

City of Richmond 
6911 No. 3 Road 
RichmondBC 
V6Y2Cl 

Dear Sir I Madam: 

To ~lic Hearing 
Oat.: ~ I~, Zo'k 
Item #. ." 

R.: P;;; lev? Y, W1 , 

Man YingLee 
6240 Maple Road 

RichmondBC 
V7E 105 

Re: Rezoning Application on 9160 No. 2 Road Richmond (File No. RZ 10-5 1 6267l 

I am writing to oppose the abovementioned rezoning application. The concerns include 
the following: 

1. This project will not confonn to the norm. stereotype of our neighborhood as the 
size of each proposed individual dwelling would be too small and too dense (size 
of each of the neighborhood single-family house is over 2,000 sq. ft.) . 

2. Increased flow of traffic and corresponding increased parked cars along Maple 
Road and its interception with No.2 Road will be hazardous to the drivers and the 
residents living in this area. 

3. It will be even more dangerous when the main entrance of this site is set on Maple 
Road as it is too close to the junction ofNe. 2 Road. Cross-traffic accidents may 
be easily occurred. 

4. The proposed 3-storey building would no doubt affect the private lives of our 
neighbors, especially when the proposed 3-storey building is constructed facing 
the East and/or facing the North of Maple Road. 

5. Increased density of population will inevitably hamper the quality of life, the 
harmony and peaceful environment of this quiet community. 

In view of the foregoing, your decision to decline this rezoning application would be 
highly appreciated. 

-\. Of R/Cft1f, 
.0 DATE Q" . ..; '''' <::> 

JUN 1 4 ZOlZ 
<J, I<l 
~ RECEIVED '<..fJ 

. O<:eF/K'S 0'" 
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Send a Submission Online (response #687) Page 1 of 1 

To rytJlic HBa,lng 

MayorandCounciliors Oate,,-, ~' ~)"",~q~\~4.;, 1.o~':V~ 
--'------------------------I-"em-""==1< 

Re, ~\IiM) q,1b~ From: 

Sent: 

City of Richmond Website [webgraphics@richmond.ca] 

June 13, 2012 7:14 PM 

To: MayorandCounciliors 

Subject: Send a Submission Online (response #687) 

Categories: 12-8060-20-8769 - 9160 No 2 Rd RZ 10-516267 - Western Maple Lane Holdings 

Send a Submission Online (response #687) 

Survey Information 
,---'------,------------------
I Site: City Website 

t
---------+--'------------ --------

. Page Title: Send a SUbmission Online 

~ URL: http ://cms.richmond . ca/Page1793 .~~p. _x ________ ._ 

I Submission Time/Date: 6/13/20127:18:20 PM 

Survey Response 

Your Name: Gord Turner 
.-

Your Address: 6631 Juniper Dr 
-------~---------

Subject Property Address OR I RZ 10-516267 
8 law Number: ; 1-

I 

----j f-
y
--------

I 

Comments: 

We have no objection to this development as ' 
long as it does not include the removal of the 
traffic barricade on Maple Road. This 
structure was put in place over 25 years ago 
to prevent through traffic, If it was a ggod idea 
then, it is an even better idea now when there 
are many more homes both sides of the 
barricade. It's about livable neighbourhoods. 

~ ",4. DATE 0,,\ 
c5 "0 \ 

\ 

JUN 1 4 2011 1 

06/14/20 12 
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S d S b . en a u mlSSlOn o I" ( n me response #691) p age 1 f 1 0 

To Public Hearing 
D.t.:;;;r-~ ('iZ ~ -z.ct z.,. 

"2-Item' 
(Sl""-J MayorandCounciliors Re: 

From : City of Richmond Website [webgraphics@richmond.ca] 
. Sent. June 14, 2012 9.55 AM 

To: MayorandCounciliors 

Subject : Send a Submission Online (response #691 ) 

Categories: 12-8060-20-8769 - 9160 No 2 Rd RZ 10-516267 - Western Maple Lane Holdings 

Send a Submission Online (response #691) 

Survey Information 
Site: City Website 

Page Title: Send a Submission Online 

URL: http://cms.richmond.calPage1793.aspx 
--

Submission TimeJOate: 6114120129:59:08 AM 

Survey Response 

Your Name: John Cantello 
- -_. 

Your Address; 6120 Maple Road 

Subject Property Address OR 
(RZ 10-516267) 9160 NO. 2 Road. 

Bylaw Number: 

My wife & I can not make it to this hearing this 
time as we have an end of season meeting to 
go to. We have been to three meetings before 
this about this property. So we would like to 

Comments: submit one last word on this by E-mail. Our 
plea is that you will not let the wishes of one 
developer stand against our whole 
neighbourhood of Maple Road. Thank You, 
Richmond Councillors, John & Eleanor 
Cantello. 

g16~ 

JUN 1 4 2012 

0611 4/2012 
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June 12, 2012 

Mayor and Councillors 
City of Richmond 
6911 No, 3 Road 
Richmond, BC, V6Y 2Cl 

Dear Mayor and Councillors, 

To Public Hesring 

Date: ;:l" "--' ! j ,'" I"'"' , 
Item I. .", 

A.: ~o..;) ~i.3 

Re: Application by Western Maple Lane Holdings ltd. for Rezoning at 9160 No.2 Road -

File: RZ 10-516267 

Further to our letters to you on April 12, 16 & 30, and May 16, 2012, we now submit fr;,ore 

petition letters. Our submissions in 2012 now cover a total of 242 houses (with 417 signatures). 

Adding the batch submitted in 2011, our objection letters currently cover a total of 291 houses 

(with 499 signees)! These overwhelming figures undoubtedly demonstrate the public's fervent 

objections to the rezoning. Your thoughtfu l consideration will be much appreciated. 

Neighbourhood Concern Group 
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April 1, 2012 

Mayor and Councillors 
City of Richmond 
6911 No.3 Road 
Richmond, BC, V6Y 2e1 

Dear Mayor and Councillors, 

Re: Application by Western Maple lane Holdings ltd. for Rezoning at 9160 No. Z Road from Single 

Detached {RSlIEl to Medium Density Townhouses (RTM3) File: RZ 10-516267 

The purpose of this letter is to note our fervent objection to Western Maple lane Holdings ltd:s 

application to rezone 9160 No.2 Road. The developer's rezoning application, submitted last year, was met 

with strong opposition by 447 neighbourhood residents, and at that time the Mayor and Councillors were 

notified either in writing or in person. The developer withdrew his plan from the scheduled public hearing 

last September. 

However, the developer's current revised design is still totally unacceptable . It ignores our concerns as he 

still plans to build 18 three-storey townhouses where a single house went down. The slight modifications 

he proposes are purely cosmetic in nature and do not resolve any of our neighborhood's concerns. 

We are left with no choice but to once again reiterate our firm opposition to this proposed rezoning. Our 

concerns are as follows: 

1. This proposed townhouse development in no way conforms in character to any adjacent 

properties. As you deliberate on this matter, you should not take the biased view that only the 

continued multiunit development along No. 2 Road should be considered. The proposed 

townhouse development will have a large footprint along Maple Road, which consists entirely of 

detached single-family dwellings! You should also look at the rest of the immediate neighborhood: 

Maple Road, Martyniuk Gate and Place, Romaniuk Drive, Magnolia Drive, Juniper Gate and Drive, 

and other arterials. The properties in this area consist of large, high-grade detached single-family 

houses situated on oversized lots. Townhouses of the type and quantity proposed are not in 

character with this particular area, as required by the City Multiple-Family Guidelines. 

2. Currently, residents in this area are already experiencing traffic problems at the intersection of 

Maple Road and NO.2 Road, particularly in the mornings and early evenings. With the influx of 

eighteen more households where a single house stood before, including visitors to the proposed 

complex, the increase in vehicular traffic will certainly create hazards, further delays, and present 

inconvenience for both drivers and pedestrians of this neighborhood. The proposed traffic light 

will not ease the problems. This traffic light -- if it is ever installed - will only be a few houses from 

the traffic light at No.2 and Francis Rds. There have already been numerous accidents at that 

intersection. Another traffic light so dose to that main intersection will only create more problems. 

The Maple Road entrance and exit from this proposed development will only aggravate this 

problem. 

PH - 168



3. The consequent population increase in the 18 units will doubtless negatively affect the serenity and 

peacefulness of this low-density community. 

4. An increase of 18 households will no doubt create a parking problem along Maple Road. Many city 

dwellers today use their garages for storage and therefore have to park their cars on the street. 

Residents of the proposed complex would be forced to park along Maple Road. But there is no 

. allowance for this. Visitors to the proposed complex would also be parking along Maple Road, since 

there are too few designated visitor parking spots in the proposed complex_ This is clearly 

unacceptable in this quiet and unassuming neighborhood. 

Our community sees no rationale for why the City has to sacrifice the well-being of numerous 

neighbourhood residents over the business interests of one developer. Hence, we appeal for the second 

time to the City to listen to our deep-seated concerns about this proposed development and reject the 

rezoning application. As an alternative, we ask you to consider the development on the southwest corner 

of Gilbert and Blundell. Here, three lots were rezoned to permit the construction of a total of six single 

detached houses. Could that not be a model for the development on No.2 Road and Maple? Also, on the 

northwest corner of Maple and No.2 Rd., plans call for three single-family homes to be constructed on 

that lot. This development, again, fits into the character of the surrounding neighborhood. This is all we ask 

for. Please do not fundamentally change our neighborhood for the sake of another multiunit development. 

Your thoughtful consideration is much appreciated. 

Yours sincerely, 

, ~ . . ,(, 
=;t 4r 

Signatures(sJ a 
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Send a Submission Online (response #692) Page 1 of 1 

T~~liC Hearing 
Oat.: ~,., '" :;~V·.':;;2i/.; 

MayorandCouncillors It.~ ~ Ro.d:&b:fl67' 
From: City of Richmond Website (webgraphics@richmond.ca] 

Sent: June 14, 2012 12:09 PM 

To: MayorandCounciliors 

Subject: Send a Submission Online (response #692) 

Categories: 12-8060-20-8769 - 9160 No 2 Rd RZ 10-516267 - Western Maple Lane Holdings 

Send a Submission Online (response #692) 

Survey Information 
Site: City Website 

- -
Page Title: Send a Submission Online 

URL: http://cms.richmond.ca/Page1793.aspx 
f.--- -- ._----
I Submission Time/Date: 6/14/201212 :13 :04 PM 
---

Survey Response 

Your Name: Felix Fei Lu 

Your Address: 6071 Martyniuk Place, Richmond Be 

Subject Property Address OR Zoning Amendment Bylaw 8769 (RZ 10-
Bylaw Number: 

Comments: 

06/14/20 12 

516267) 
-

I strongly oppose proposed rezoning for 
townhouse in this quiet community. I believe 
that everyone in this neighbourhood oppose 
this rezoning . Also I want to let you know: I 
have faith that city council will listen to the 
voice of majority people in this community 
over one developer. After all , it's the people 
in the community matters. if I were still in 
China, I wouldn't bother to write this email or 
something else, because government alway 
side with real estate developer. I had really 
bad experience about that and today I'm so 
lucky to live in such great country ! Thanks! 

JUN , 4 2012 

(l c'f 
?~ RECeiVED r/<"" 

Ct.E"RK'S 0 
PH - 170



To: 

From: 

City of Richmond 
Planning and Development Department 

Planning Committee 

Brian J. Jackson, MCIP 
Director of Development 

Report to Committee 

Date: April 26, 2012 

File: RZ 11-582830 

Re: Application by Amrit Maharaj for Rezoning at 4820 Garry Street from Single 
Detached (RS1/E) to Single Detached (RS2/A) 

Staff Recommendation 

That Bylaw No. 8825, for the rezoning 0[4820 Garry Street from "Single Detached (RS1/E)" to 
"Single Detached (RS2/A)", be introduced and given first reading. 

rian 1. kson, MeIP 
Director of Development 

EL: rg 
Art. 

FOR ORIGINATING DEPARTMENT USE ONLY ~CfJ~ 
ROUTED To: CONCURRZ CON~L MANAGER 

Affordable Housing ymND 
I 

3) 74326 PH - 171



April 26, 2012 - 2- RZ 11-582830 

Staff Report 

Origin 

Amrit Maharaj has applied to the City of Richmond for permission to rezone 4820 Garry Street 
(Attachment 1) from Single Detached (RS11E) to Single Detached (RS2/A) in order to penni! 
the property to be subdivided into two (2) single-family residential lots. 

Findings of Fact 

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

Surrounding Development 

The subject site is located on the south side of Garry Street, west of Railway Avenue. The 
surrounding area is an established residential neighbourhood consisting predominantly of newer 
single-fam'iJy dwellings on sma1110ts created through subdivision, with a few remaining older 
single-family dwellings on large lots. Other land uses also exist further west in the 
neighbourhood (i.e. institutional, multi-family, public open space). 

Related Policies & Studies 

Lot Size Policy 5471 

The subject site is located within the area covered by Lot Size Policy 5471 (adopted by Council 
July 29, 2002) (Attachment 3). This Policy pennits rezoning and subdivision of lots on this 
section of Garry Street in accordance with "Single Detached (RS21 A)". This redevelopment 
proposal would enable the property to be subdivided into two (2) lots, each approximately 
9.75 m (32 ft.) wide and 387 m2 (4,165 tt2

) in area. 

Affordable Housing 

The Richmond Affordable Housing Strategy requires a suite on at least 50% of new lots, or a 
cash-in-lieu contribution of $1.00 per square foot of total building area toward the Affordable 
Housing Reserve Fund for single-family rezoning applications. 

The appJicant has agreed to provlde a voluntary cash contribution for affordable housing based 
on $1 per square foot of building area for single-family developments (i.e. $ 4,582). Should the 
applicant change their mind about the Affordable Housing option selected (prior to final 
adoption of the rezoning bylaw) to providing a legal secondary suite on one (1) of the two (2) 
future lots at the subject site, the applicant will be required to enter into a legal agreement 
registered on Title, stating that no final Building Permit inspection will be granted until the 
secondary suite is constructed to the satisfaction of the City, in accordance with the BC Building 
Code and the City's Zoning Bylaw. This legal agreement will be a condition of rezoning 
adoption. This agreement will be discharged from Title on the lot without the secondary suite, at 
the initiation of the applicant, after the requirements are satisfied. 

3374326 PH - 172



April 26, 2012 - 3 - RZ 11-582830 

Floodplain Management Implementation Strategy 

The applicant is required to comply with the Flood Plain Designation and Protection Bylaw 
(No. 8204). In accordance with the Flood Management Strategy, a Flood Indemnity Restrictive 
Covenant specifying the minimum flood construction level is requi.red prior to rezoning bylaw 
adoption. 

Public Input 

There have been no concerns expressed by the public about the development proposal in 
response to the placement of the rezoning sign on the property. 

Staff Comments 

Tree Protection 

A Certified Arborist's Report was not required as the site survey provided by the applicant 
confinned that there are no trees on site. The three (3) trees on the adjacent property to the west, 
as shown on the topographic survey (Attachment 4), have been removed by the property owner 
of adjacent site as part of the redevelopment of 4800 Garry Street (RZ 10-508885 and 
SD 10-508886). The three (3) trees were approved for removal as part of the rezoning 
application. 

Tree Planting 

Council Policy 5032 encourages property owners to plant a minimum of two (2) trees per lot in 
recognition of the benefits of urban trees (minimum 6 em calliper deciduous or 3 m high 
conifer). The applicant has agreed to plant and maintain a total offour (4) trees on the future lots 
[two (2) per future 10tJ. Prior to rezoning adoption, the applicant must submit a security in the 
amount of $2,000 ($SOO/tree) to ensure new trees are planted and maintained on-site. 

Site Servicing & Vehicle Access 

There are no servicing concerns \-vith rezoning. 

Vehicular access to the site at future development stage will be from Garry Street. The existing 
pedestrian cross walk on the frontage of the east half of the site will require some modifications 
in order to accommodate driveway access to the proposed east lot. The road works that will be 
required at future subdivision stage include, but not limited to, relocating the crosswalk and 
wheelchair ramps, curb extension reconstruction (north side of Garry Street), eradicating the 
existing crosswalk and restriping with thermoplastic paint at the new location, and relocating a 
street tree in front of the site. All of these works will be done through a City Works Order at the 
developer's cost. 

Subdivision 

At future Subdivision stage, the developer will be required to pay Development Cost Charges 
(City and GVS & DD), School Site Acquisition Charge, Address Assigrunent Fee, and Servicing 
Costs. 
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April 26,2012 - 4 - RZ 11-582830 

Analysis 

This is a relatively straightforward redevelopment proposal. This development proposal is 
consistent with Lot Size Policy 5471 and is located within an established residential 
neighbourhood that has a strong presence of small lots zoned Single Detached (RS 11 A and 
RS2/ A), created from larger lots. All the relevant technical issues have been addressed. Several 
remaining lots zoned Single Detached (RS 1 IE) along Garry StTeet have the potential to rezone 
and subdivide. 

Conclusion 

This rezoning application to pennit subdivision of an existing large lot into two (2) smaner lots 
complies with Lot Size Policy 5471, all applicable policies and Jand use designations contained 
within the Official Community Plan (OCP), and is consistent with the direction of redevelopment 
in the surrounding area. The list of rezoning conditions is included as Attachment 5, which has 
been agreed to by the applicant (signed concurrence on file). On this basis, staff recommend 
support of the application. 

~ 
Edwin Lee 
Planner 1 
(604~276,4121 ) 

ELrg 

Attachment 1 : Location Mapl Aerial Photo 
Attachment 2: Development Application Data Sheet 
Attachment 3: Lot Size Policy 5471 
Attachment 4 : Topographic Survey/Proposed Subdivision Layout 
Attachment 5: Rezoning Considerations Concurrence 
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City of Richmond 
6911 No.3 Road 
Richmond, BC V6Y 2CI 
www.richmond.ca 
604-276-4000 

Development Appl ication 
Data Sheet 

RZ 11·582830 Attachment 2 

Address: 4820 Garry Street 

Applicant: Amrit Maharaj 

Planning Area(s): Steveston (Schedule 2.4) 

Existing .. , ~. 

Owner: 
Amrit T Maharaj, Arti R Maharaj, 

To be determined 
Ambalika Maharaj 

Site Size (m2
): Approx 774 m2 (8,332 fF) 

Two lots - each approximately 
387 m2 (4,165 ffl) 

Land Uses: One (1) single-family dwelling Two (2) single-family dwellings 

Generalized Land Use Map 
OCP Designation: designation - UNeighbourhood No change 

Residential" 

Area Plan Designation: Sing le-F ami Iy No change 

Policy 5471 permits subdivision to 
702 Policy Designation: USingle Detached (RS2/A)" along No change 

this section of Garry Street. 

Zoning: Single Detached (RS1/E) Single Detached (RS2/A) 

Number of Units: 1 2 

On Future Bylaw Requirement Proposed I Variance 
Subdivided Lots 

Floor Area Ratio: Max. 0.55 Max. 0.55 none permitted 

Lot Coverage - Building: Max. 45% Max. 45% none 

Lot Coverage - Non-porous: Max. 70% Max. 70% none 

Lot Coverage - Landscaping: Min. 20% Min. 20% none 

Lot Size (min. dimensions): 270 m2 387 m 2 none 

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

Setback - Side Yard (m): Min. 1,2 m Min. 1.2 m none 

Height (m): Max. 2 ~ storeys max. 2 ~ storeys none 

Other: Tree replacement compensation required for loss of significant trees. 
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RZ 11-582830 
Original Date: 07120111 

Amended Date: 04/26/12 

Note: Dimensions are in METRES 
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Attachment 3 

City of Richmond Policy Manual 

10f2 

Pile Ref: 4045-00 

POLICY 5471: 

The following policy establishes lot sizes for properties along Garry Street, between No.1 
Road and Railway Avenue (in a portion of Section 2-3-7): 

822951 

That properties located along Garry Street between No .. 1 Road and Railway Avenue, in 
a portion of Section 2-3-7, be permitted to subdivide in 'accordance with the provisions of 
Single-Family Housing District Subdivision Area' A (R1/A) in Zoning and Development 
Bylaw 5300 provided that no new accesses are created onto Railway Avenue and No. 1 
Road; and 

That properties located at 4771,4109,4111,4211',4160,4180,4011 Garry Street and 
the north-westerly portion of 4200 Garry Street be deemed eligible for townhouse 
development; and 

That this policy be used to determine the disposition of future single-family and 
townhous.e rezoning applications in this area for.a period of not less than five years, 
'unless changed by the amending procedures contained in the Zoning and Development 
Bylaw. 
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~~~~~~~~~~~~~======================~ATTACHMENT4 
TOPOGRAPHIC SURVEY AND PROPOSED SUBDIVISION OF LOT 57 SECTION 2 
BLOCK 3 NORTH RANGE 7 WEST NEW WESTMINSTER DISTRICT PLAN 31520 
H4.B20 GARRY STREET, 

RICHMOND, B.C. 
P.I.O 004-041-682 
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City of 
Richmond 

Address: 4820 Garry Street 

A IT ACHMENT 5 

Rezoning Considerations 
Development Applications Division 

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

File No.: RZ 11-582830 

Prior to rmal adoption of Zoning Amendment Bylaw 8825, the developer is required to complete the 
following: 

1. Registration of a flood indemnity covenant on title. 

2. The City's acceptance of the applicant's voluntary contribution of $1.00 per buildable square foot oftne single-family 
development (i.e. $4,582.00) to the City's Affordable Housing Reserve Fund. 

Note: Should the applicant change their mind about the Affordable Housing option selected prior to final adoption of 
the Rezoning Bylaw, the City will accept a proposal to build a secondary suite on one (1) of the two (2) future lots at 
the subject site. To ensure that a secondary suite is built to the satisfaction of the City in accordance with the 
Affordable Housing Strategy, the applicant is required to enter into a legal agreement registered on Title as a 
condition of rezoning, stating that no fmal Building Permit inspection will be granted until a secondary suite is 
constructed to the satisfaction of the City, in accordance with the BC Building Code and the City's Zoning Bylaw. 

J. Submission of a Landscaping Security to the City of Richmond in the amount of $2,000 ($500/tree) for the planting 
and maintenance offoUT (4) new trees (minimum 6 cm calliper deciduous or 3 m high conifer, including a mix of 
coniferous and deciduous trees) on site. 

Prior to Subdivision Approval, the developer must complete the following requirements: 
I. Payment of Development Cost Charges (City and GVS & DD), School Site Acquisition Charge, Address Assignment 

Fee, and Servicing Costs. 

2. Roadworks to be done at the developer's sole cost via City Work Order. Roadworks include, but not limited to, 
relocating the crosswalk and wheelchair ramps, curb extension reconstruction (north side of Garry Street), eradicating 
the existing crosswalk and restriping with thermoplastic paint at tbe new location, and relocating a street tree in front 
of the site. 

Note: If on-site street tree. relocation is not possible, a 2: I replacement compensation will be required. 

Note: 

• W11ere the Director of Development deems appropriate, the preceding agreements are to be drawn not only as personal covellants 
of the property owner but also as covenants pursuant to Section 2 I 9 of the Land Title Act. 

All agreements to be registered in the Land Title Office shall have priority over all such liens, charges and encumbrances as is 
considered advisable by the Director of Development. All agreements to be registered in the Land Title Office shaH, 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 cbarges, letters of 
credit and withholding pennits, as deemed necessary or advisable by the Director of Development. AJI agreements shall be in a 
fonn and content satisfactory to the Director of Development. 

[signed original on file] 

Signed Date 

3519623 
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City'of 
~~ Richmond Bylaw 8825 . 

Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500 
Amendment Bylaw 8825 (RZ 11-582830) 

4820 GARRY STREET 

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

J. The Zoning Map of the City of Richmond, which accompanies and fOnTIS pal1 of . 
Riclunond Zoning Bylaw 8500, is amended by repealing the existing zoning designation 
of the following area and by designating it SINGLE DETACHED (RS2/E). 

P,l.D.004-041-682 
Lot 57 Section 2 Block 3 NOlth Range 7 West New Wesbninster District Plan 31520 

2. This Bylaw may be cited as "Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500, Amendment Bylaw 
8825" . 

FIRST READING 

A PUBLIC HEARING WAS HELD ON 

SECOND READING 

I THIRD READING 

OTHER REQUlREMENTS SA TfSFlED 

ADOPTED 

MAYOR 

3520389 

Mil" 2 8 2612 

CORPORATE OFFICER 

CITY OF 
RICHMOND 

APPROVED 
by 

APPROVEO 
by Olrector 
o cllor 
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To: 

City of 
Richmond 

Planning Committee 

Report to Committee 
Planning and Development Department 

Date: May 7,2012 

From: Brian J. Jackson 
Director of Development 

File: RZ 12-601319 

Re: Application by City of Richmond for Rezoning at 23591 Westminster Hwy. from 
Single Detached (RS1JF) to School & Institutional Use (SI) 

Staff Recommendation 

That: 

1. That Bylaw No. 8880 to amend the Official Commllllity Plan Bylaw No. 7100, by 
repealing the existing land use designation in Schedule 2.14 (Hamilton Area Plan) for 
23591 Westminster Hwy. and by designating it "Conununity Facilities", be introduced 
and given first reading. 

2. That Bylaw No. 8880, having been considered in conjunction with: 

• the City's Financial Plan and Capital Program; 
• the Greater Vancouver Regional District Solid Waste and Liquid Waste 

Management Plans; 

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

3. That-Bylaw No. 8880, having been considered in accordance with OCP Bylaw 
Preparation Consultation Policy 5043, is hereby deemed not to require further 
consultation. 

4. That Bylaw No. 8881, for the rezoning of 23591 Westminster Hwy. from "Single 
Detached (RS I IF)" to "School & Institutional Use (SI)" be introduced and given first 
reading. 

Brian J. Jackson 
Director of Development 

BJ:dcb 
Att.6 

3482714 

FOR ORIGINATING DEPARTMENT USE ONLY 
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May 7, 2012 - 2- RZ 12-601319 

Staff Report 

Origin 

The City of Richrnond has applied for pennission to rezone 23591 Westminster Highway from 
Single Detached (RS IfF) to School and Institutional Use (SI) in order to develop a new daycare 
facility. The subject property (see location map in Attachment 1) was dedicated to the City as 
part of the community contributions provided through the rezoning for the Translink Operations 
and Maintenance Bus Facility at 4111 Boundary Road (RZ 09-484669 adopted Oct 8~ 2010). 
Translink also provided significant funds toward the site preparation and construction of the 
daycare facility. 

Accommodating the proposed daycare use at the subject property necessitates an amendment of 
the land use designation in the Hamilton Area Plan (Land Use Map) to redesignate the site from 
"Residential (Mixed Multiple and Single-Family)" to "Community Facilities". 

Project Description 

The 2,287.5 m2 site will be developed to accommodate a licensed child daycare facility 
approximately 315 m2 (3,400 ft2) in size to provide care for up to 33 children: (e.g., one group of 
up to eight infants and toddlers and another group of up to twenty-five children of thirty months 
to school age). The site will remain City owned but the faciLity will be leased at nominal cost to 
a licensed non-profit child care provider to operate the facility. 

The main building will consist of wood-frame modular units installed on a pennanent concrete 
foundation with a crawlspace. A wood truss roof will be constructed on site. The site will be 
raised to ensure that the underside of the floor structure is above the flood plain elevation of 
3.5m GSC. 

In tenns of site planning, the applicant's submission notes ''the site will be developed with 
retaining walls, fencing, planting, site furniture, and hard and soft landscaping surfaces to 
provide play areas for children attending the daycare. Sidewalks and ramps gTaded to 
appropriate slopes will be provided to ensure the accessibility of the building and the play areas." 
Special attention has been given to minimize any grade differences between the building and the 
play areas. 

The site plan provides for both covered outdoor play areas (approx. 57.3m2 total) and open 
outdoor play areas (approx. 658.6 m2 total). These play areas well exceed the BC Child Care 
Licensing requirements. The site will be fenced and landscaped to ensure chUd safety is 
maintained. 

Bylaw requirements for both vehicle parking and bicycle parking are fully satisfied under the 
proposed site plan. The site will include ten regular sized parking stalls, one loading bay and a 
handicapped stall. Four of the stalJs are in a tandem arrangement. Transportation staff are 
supportive of this arrangement since the tandem stalls will be used for drop off parking and will 
abut stalls used by the facility's employees. This arrangement will be self managed. 
Collectively, these stalls will accommodate the facility employees, the parent's drop off needs 
and on-site waste pickup I delivery needs of the facility. One Class 1 (indoor) and two Class 2 
(outdoor) bicycle sta!ls are also provided. 
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May 7,2012 - 3 - RZ 12-601319 

The operation will conform to the BC Child Care Licensing Regulation in terms of the number of 
employees to children ratios. It is anticipated that the facility will typically operate with five 
employees with a ma..'(imum of eight employees on site at anyone time to facilitate continuous 
care from 7:30 am to 6:00 pm subject to demand . 

The construction program is being managed by the City's Project Development & Facility 
Services Department. Facilities staff are targeting the daycare facility to be operationally open 
by September, 2013. 

TI,e conceptual site plan is provided in Attachment 2. Although the building will be done 
through a design build process which could result in modifications, preliminary conceptual 
design plans are also included in Attachment 2. 

No significant trees are located on the site. The conceptual landscape plan indicates that 16 trees 
are planned to be installed on site. 

Findings of Fact 

A Development Application Data Sheet providing details about the development proposal is 
attached (Attachment 3). No Zoning variances are being requested with this application. 

On December 19,2011, Council resolved "That the Society of Richmond Children's Centres 
(SRCC) be endorsed as the operator of the City-owned child care facility to be constructed at 
23591 Westminster Highway." The SRCC is a non-profit society. 

Surrounding Development 

To the North: A 30m wide treed linear park strip connecting to the North Arm of the Fraser 
River. North of the park strip is the 73,259m2 TransIink Operations and Maintenance Bus 
Facility (RZ 09-484669 adopted Oct 8, 20 I 0 ; DP 10-535726 in circulation). The Translink site 
is zoned Light Industrial (IL). 

To the East: Westminster Highway and Highway 91 A. 

To the South: Westminster Highway and a large 6,673m1 vacant lot owned by the BC 
Transportation Financing Authority and zoned Single Detached (RS 1 IF). 

To the West: Two large single family residential lots zoned Single Detached (RS IIF). 

Related Policies & Studies 

Official Community Plan Amendment 
The Land Use Map in Schedule 2.14 (Hamilton Area Plan) of the Official Community Plan 
(OCP) currently designates the subject property for "Residential (Mixed Multiple and Single· 
Family)". As the intended use of this City owned site is to accommodate a licensed child 
daycare facility the more appropriate land use designation within the Hamilton Area Plan 
acconunodating the use is "Community Facilities". The Staff recommendations include an 
amendment to the Land Use Map in the Hamilton Area Plan to redesignate the subject site to 
"Community Facilities". No other amendments to the Hamilton Area Plan are required. 
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May 7, 2012 - 4 - RZ 12-601319 

Council Resolution 
On June 28,2010, Council adopted the following resolution related to the proposed child day care 
facility: 

That the Community Amenity Benefits negotiated through the TransLink site rezoning be used, as 
proposed in the Director of Development's report to Planning Committee dated December 10, 
2009, for the establishment of a City-owned child care facility on the Community Amenity Lands 
given that, prior to opening the facility, staff have addressed safety concerns raised by the 
Hamilton Community Association in the following ways: 

1. vehicular access to the Community Amenity Lands be situated at the north-east corner of 
the site on Westminster Highway; 

2. an asphalt walkway with extruded curb be provided on the north side of Westminster 
Highway, from the western edge of the Community Amenity Lands to Smith Crescent, at 
the estimated cost of $45,000; 

3. a special crosswalk with advanced warning signage be instal/ed on Westminster Highway 
at Smith Crescent, at the estimated cost of $40,000; 

4. an extruded curb be installed between the existing eastbound travel lane and shoulder on 
the east side of Westminster Highway, from Smith Crescent to Gilley Road, to create a 
delineated walkway and cycling path at the estimated cost of $70,000; 

5. a new bus stop for the westbound bus be located in close proximity to the Community 
Amenity Lands on Westminster Highway; and 

6. staff comment on the issues surrounding the pedestrian improvements on the north side 
of Westminster Highway. 

Although a response was provided for each of the above parts of the Council resolution in the 
report by the General Manager - Community Services (dated June 10,20 I 0, REDMS #2907876) 
the updated status of each part of this resolution is further addressed in the Analysis section of 
this report. 

Consultation 

Hamilton Community Association 
City staff from Project Development and Facility Services, Transportation and Planning and 
Development met with the board members of the Hamilton Community Association (HCA) on 
March 20,2012. Staff presented the proposed site plan to the Board members, discussed planned 
facility capacity and planned road/pedestrian improvements both in front of the site and in other 
locations along Westminster Highway within Hamilton. Staff also provided information and 
responded to questions on how each of the safety concerns previously identified by the HCA 
were being addressed. 

School District 
Although this development project will not result in any increase in the number of new children 
to the area, basic information about the project was provided to the Richmond School District 
staff with a request for contact should they require any further information. To time of writing, 
no requests for additional information have been received from the School District. 
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Vancouver Coastal Health 
Vancouver Coastal Health (VCH) representatives have indicated that they are aware of this 
project and are familiar with the proposed operator whom they know to be informed ofthe 
criteria for operating a licensed child daycare. VCR staff will continue to work with the City and 
the operator as this project develops but to date of correspondence VCH had no concerns with 
the project as proposed (pers. comm. Feb 28th

, 2012). 

Richmond Advisory Design Panel 
Although a Development Pennit is not required for this daycare facility as it is considered an 
"institutional usc" the project was taken to the Advisory Design Panel on April 18,2012, for 
informal comments and feedback primarily focused on the facility site planning. Comments 
provided by the Panel are shown in Attachment 4. The project Architect's responses to each of 
the ADP comments are provided in Atiachment 5. 

Facilities staff have agreed to include the Panel's comments with the Design Build Terms of 
Reference which will be put out to tender so that the prospective builder will have the 
opportunity to incorporate appropriate design changes into their submission to the extent possible 
given the project budget. 

Overall, the ADP comments were complementary and focused on ideas to tweak the plans 
should the budget and site conditions permit. 

Ministry of Transportation and Infrastructure (MoTI) 
Preliminary Approval has been granted by MoTI (letter dated February 29,2012) for one year 
pursuant to section 52(3)(a) of the Transportation Act. No other concerns or restrictions have 
been made by the Ministry. 

Consultation with Adjacent Neighbour 
City staff from Project Development and Facility Services met with the only adjacent residential 
neighbours (i.e. 23551 Westminster Hwy.) to the subject site on March 20,2012. The expected 
development plan, site plan and construction schedules were outlined for the neighbours. As the 
subject site is being raised, up to a 2.24m (approx.) grade difference will exist between the 
daycare's slab elevation and the existing grade of the neighbour's property to the west. 

Concerns for the neighbours include: 
• Managing drainage impacts dUling preload and post construction given the expected 

grade differences between the properties. 
• Ensuring that fencing on top of the retaining wall and the retaining wall itself will not 

look unattractive and meet both property's needs. 
• Potential impacts on their sanitary septic field. They had questions as to whether a 

sanitary comlection to the City's system was anticipated in the future. 
• Whether the new linear park along their northern property line would be fenced. 

Recognizing that each property owner is responsible for managing drainage on their own site, 
Facilities staff will be exploring options that would benefit both properties by incorporating 
perimeter drainage on the daycare site at the base oftlle future retaining wall. 

34&2/l4 PH - 187



May 7, 2012 ~ 6 ~ RZ 12~6013l9 

Fencing at the top of the retaining wall must meet child safety requirements. Given that 
constraint however, Facilities staff have committed to meeting with the adjacent neighbours to 
look at some options for the fencing material that will address both parties needs. The retaining 
wall itself will consist of decorative Allen block to create an attractive appearance from the 
neighbour's property. 

The neighbours have been advised that, at this time, there are no immediate plans to extend the 
sanitary sewer system to their property nor are there any plans to add new fencing along the 
linear park. Parks Staff have noted that there will be a defined pedestrian trail through the Park 
and that natural understorey growth within the 30 m wide strip will help confine pedestrian 
movements to the trail. Park Staff will, however, monitor the use of the area over time and 
reassess tllis issue if required in the future. 

Project Development and Facility Services staff have, and will continue to work cooperatively 
with the neighbours to ensure that their concerns are addressed to the extent possible. They have 
also conveyed to the neighbours that, with their pennission, a pre~construction building and 
property survey will be undertaken at the City's expense to ensure that any impacts upon the 
adjacent property as a result of the daycare site's construction can be readily identified and 
addressed. 

Public Input 

With exception to the above noted agencies and individuals, no further public input was sought 
for this application. It is noted, however, that the rezoning application is subject to a Public 
Hearing as part of the normal rezoning approval process. To time of writing, no correspondence 
has been received from the public regarding the project.} 

Staff Comments 

No significant technical concerns were identified by staff regarding this project. As noted 
earlier, frontage works are to be completed by Translink under their rezoning considerations 
agreement. The timing for these works will need to be coordinated and completed prior to 
occupancy of the daycare site. Staff are working with Translink to ensure this is done. 

The utility capacity analysis indicates that the development will not require storm, sanitary or 
water upgrades. Fire flow analysis will be required at building permit stage. 

Analysis 

Response Status To Council's Resolution 
The text below provides the status responses to each of the six parts of the Council resolution of 
June 28, 2010. 

1. Vehicular access to the Community Amenity Lands be situated at the north~east corner of 
the site on Westminster Highway; 

3482714 

Status: As indicated on the site plan in Attachment 2, the vehicle access has been 
located adjacent to the property line at the northeast edge of the site. Transportation staff 
have indicated that this location provides acceptable sight lines to traffic in both 
directions. 

PH - 188



May 7, 2012 ~ 7 ~ RZ 12~601319 

2. An asphalt walkway with extruded curb be provided on the north side 0/ Westminster 
Highway, from the western edge of the Community Amen;ty Lands to Smith Crescent, at 
the estimated cost of$45,OOO; 

Status: This is a Capital Project that is scheduled to be completed later in 2013. 

3. A special crosswalk with advanced warning signage be installed on Westminster 
Highway at Smith Crescent, at the estimated cost 0/$40,000; 

Status: The special crosswalk with advanced warning signal was installed in 2011 and 
was operational in March, 2012. 

4. An extruded curb be installed between the existing eastbound travel lane and shoulder on 
the east side of Westminster Highway, /rom Smith Crescent to Gilley Road, to create a 
delineated walkway and cycling path at the estimated cost 0/$70,000; 

Status: The segment between Fraser Gate to Gilley Road is a Capital Project that will be 
completed later in 2012. The segment between Fraser Gate to Smith Crescent is a Capital 
Project that will be completed later in 2013. 

5. A new bus stop for the westbound bus be located;n close proximity to the Community 
Amenity Lands on Westminster Highway; and 

Status: The new bus stop will be implemented in consultation with the Coast Mountain 
Bus Company. Tbis is anticipated to be completed in late 2013. 

6. Staff comment on the issues surrounding the pedestrian improvements on the north side 
of Westminster Higlrway. 

Status: Included with the Rezoning Considerations for the Hamilton Translink. 
Operations and Maintenance Facility (RZ 09~484669) was a requirement for frontage 
improvements on the north side of Westminster Highway to be undertaken as part of the 
Servicing Agreement. The frontage improvements are to include a 1.8m westbound bike 
lane and 2.0m paved and delineated walkway with extruded curb on the north side fyom 
Boundary Road to the western edge of the proposed daycare centre. Staff are currently 
working with Translink to ensure these elements are incorporated in their Servicing 
Agreement (SA 10~532629). 

Flood Covenant I Flood Event Release 
As the subject site will remain under City ownership a rezoning requirement for registration of a 
flood covenant was determined not to be required. 

The submitted plans indicate that the proposed buildings will fully meet the City's current Flood 
Plain Designation and Protection By!aw No. 8204 and the prescribed minimum 3.5m GSC Flood 
Construction Elevation. 

Geotechnical Review 
A geotechnical review was undertaken for the subject site. Based upon the findings from the 
geotechnical drilling, the site will required approximately 8 to 9 months of preloading to 
accommodate the facility. 
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Site Contamination 
A site investigation report was undertaken by Golder Associates on September 2,20 to . Based 
upon their historical review of the site they concluded that the site is not an area of 
environmental concern with regard to the Environmental Management Act. No further 
investigation was warranted. 

Tree Survev 
The tree survey was undertaken as part of the overall site survey. A single tree of bylaw size was 
identified on the site under the survey. A review by the City's Tree Protection Officer indicated 
that the species was actually a multi-branching shrub species in very poor condition. A tree 
removal permit was not required for its removal and retention would affect site preloading 
activity. The landscaping plan for the site indicates approximately 16 trees will be added to the 
property. 

Frontage Improvements and the Provision of Utility Services 

Frontage improvements on Westminster Highway in front ofllie subject property are the 
responsibility of Translink as one of the conditions attached to the rezoning of the Hamilton 
Translink Operations and Maintenance Facility at 4111 Boundary Road (RZ 09-484669 adopted 
November 8, 2010). Translink representatives have been working closely with City staff on their 
Servicing Agreement (SAI0-532629) submissions and are aware of their obligations regarding 
the daycare frontage works. 

Per Translink's rezoning requirements, the frontage improvements along the daycare site on 
Westminster Hwy. will include a 1.8m westbound bjke lane and 2.0m paved and delineated 
walkway with extruded curb on the road to the western edge of the daycare property. Utility 
connections will also be required as part ofllie Translink Servicing Agreement. 

Based upon the submitted capacity analysis undertaken for the daycare project, storm, samtary 
and water analyses were determined not to be required. A 75mm sanitary sewer forcemain is at 
the property line and can be connected to via a private pump station by the future contractors 
completing the site servicing. Connections for both water and stann sewer will come from the 
south side of Westminster Hwy. This design is to be included in the offsite worles being done by 
Trans!ink. 

Staff have worked with Translink to coordinate the timing of the offsite works with the opening 
of the proposed child care facHity. 

Additional fire flow analysis is to be undertaken at the Building Pennit stage once the building 
design has been confirmed. 

Financial Impact or Economic Impact 

None. 
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Conclusion 

Staff are recommending support for the proposed daycare facility at 23591 Westminster Hwy. 
The proposed layout meets and exceeds the BC Child Care Licensing requirements and will help 
address a need for child care resources in the infant-toddler and pre-school age groups in 
Hamilton . The site has been will designed given the constraints of the site shape and the need to 
meet the flood construction elevation requirements and has been given general support by the 
Advisory Design Panel members. 

David Brownlee 
Planner 2 

DCB:cas 

Attachment I : Location Map 
Attachment 2: Conceptual Development Plans 
Attachment 3: Development Application Data Sheet 
Attachment 4: Draft Minutes Advisory Design Panel April 18,2012 
Attachment 5: GHMA Response to ADP Comments April 27> 2012 
Attachment 6: Rezoning Considerations Concurrence 
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City of 
Richmond 

ATTACHMENT 3 

Development Application Data Sheet 
Development Applications Division 

RZ 12-601319 Attachment 3 

Address: 23591 Westminster Hwy. 

Applicant: City of Richmond 

Planning Area(s): Hamilton 

Existing Proposed 

Owner: City of Richmond Same 

Site Size (m 2
): 2,287.5 m2 same 

Land Uses: vacant Child Daycare Facility 

OCP Designation: Neighbourhood Residential same 

Area Plan Designation: Residential (Mixed Multiple and Sing!e-
Community Facilities Use 

Family) 

Zoning: Single Detached (RS1/F) School & Institutional Use (SI) 

On Future 
I Bylaw Requirement Proposed I Variance 

Subdivided Lots 

Floor Area Ratio: No maximum 0.14 none permitted 

lot Coverage - Building: No maximum 15% none 

Lot Size (min. dimensions): No minimum 2,287.5 m2 none 

Setback - Front Yard (m): Min. 6.0 m Greater than 6.0 m Min. none 

Setback - Side & Rear Yards (m): Min. 3.0 m Greater than 3.0 m Min. none 

Height (m): 12 m Approx. 6.0 m none 

0.75 space per employee plus 
1 space for each 10 children 

Off-street Parking Spaces - Total: 
in care 11 including 1 handicapped 

none 
0.75 x 8 employees = 6 space 

33 children = 3.3 
Total stalls required: 10 

loading Bay 1 medium 1 medium none 

Tandem Parking Spaces: permitted 5 stalls for dropoff none 

Bicycle Spaces 
Class 1: 1 spaces Class 1: 1 spaces 

none Class 2: 2 spaces Class 2: 2 spaces 

Other: 

::~mond 
3~82'714 
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DRAFT -Advisory Design Panel 

Wednesday, April 18; 2012 

Excerpt of Minutes 

ATTACHMENT 4 

2. RZ 12~601319 -HAMILTON CHILD DAYCARE FACILITY 

1482714 

APPLICANT: City of Richmond 

PROPERTY LOCATION: 23591 Westminster Highway 

Applicant's Presentation 

Marlc Mathiasen, GHM Architects, Janet Whitehead and Martin Younis, City of 
Richmond Project Development and Facility Services, presented the project on behalf of 
the applicant. 

Panel Discussion 
Comments from the Panel were as foLLows: 

• appreciate the accommodation for toilet requirements for daycare staff and children in 
wheelchairs or with mobility impainnent; 

• due to grade issues, give attention to ramping as it is necessary to provide continuous 
surfaces within the site; 

• no problem with Britco~style building; understand the budget constraints of the 
project; 

• landscaping seems active and interesting; lots of activities in different areas are 
appropriate for small children; 

• information provided on the edge details of the building could use more resolution; 
concrete crawlspace kind of fInish below the hardie panel is not visually interesting; 
consider adding a different material, e.g. corrugated metal; no space for berm or 
planter; 

• overall, a reasonably planned project given the limitations of the site; 
• question the location of the play area which is adjacent to Westminster Highway; why 

not locate it adjacent to the park to the north of the site?; may have shadow issues but 
would be more more removed from the road; 

• retaining wall at the west property line should be treated nicely in consideration of the 
neighbouring residential property to the immediate west; 

• very interesting scheme from a daycare perspective; fairly wellwresolved project 
notwithstanding the challenges in grading; 

• a bill is a gTeat play surface; look at opportunities to create a sloped surface from the 
covered deck edge down to grade to integrate the areas, e.g. through on~grade 
landscaping instead of lattice barrier; 
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ATTACHMENT 4 

• large verge at the edge of Westminster Highway could be treated to soften the street 
and provide buffering [Tom the street; consider a reforestation plan (i.e., planting of 
small trees that eventually grow into big ones) to integrate cost-effective planting into 
boulevard to assist in screening noise and traffic coming from the highway to the play 
area; 

• sidewalk location needs to be separated from the street/curb to set better precedent for 
the neighbourhood; 

• would appreciate if proposals from the Panel could be integrated into the project's 
tenns of reference; 

• consider providing temporary cover or tent-like structure for outdoor play. areas to 
provide opportunities for outdoor play duXing rain; 

• consider more playfulness in window pattern, e.g. lower windows for toddlers; 

• consider using roof fence/vents or stronger changes in roof lines and forms to break 
up the massing of the roof and add playfulness to it; 

• consider adding another colour to add more playfulness to the project considering that 
it is a daycare facility; 

• understand the budget constraints of the project; however, consider improving texture 
of the paving coming out into the parking area; 

• notwithstanding the budget constraints, the tenns of reference should encourage 
ilUlOvation by the proponents in tenns of landscaping, building massing, articulation, 
window elements and rooffonn; 

• comments of Panel members may provide interesting solutions to challenges faced by 
the project; 

• ensure that there is sufficient tree planting in the northern edge of the site to provide 
sun shade for children during sunny days; 

• modular structure bas successfut precedents; ensure that wooden members are sized 
to be visually proportional and chunky; should tie-in with landscape elements; 

• ensure that there is sufficient buffering if the primary play area is on the rughway 
side; 

• in view of the location of the play area, look at some serious buffering along the edge 
of Westminster Highway to address the noise issue; and 

• building is raised and there is a fair amount of space underneath; consider the 
possibility of a storage area in the crawlspace; could be incorporated under the 
building at minimal cost. 
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ATTACHMENT 5 

Aprl127 , 2012 
...-.-..A 

GRAHAM HOFFAAT MATHlASEN AACHfTECTS 

Ci1y Of Richmond 
Development Applications 
6911 No.3 Road 
Richmond, British Columbia 
V6Y 2C1 Canado 

Suite 203 
10190 152A Sileet 
SLJ~ey. B.C. 
V3r? lJ7 

Tel: (6041 581 -8128 
Fox: (604) sa ' ·B 148 

Attn: David Brownlee 
Special Projects Planner 

DeorSlr: 

Re: RZ 12-601319 - Hamilton Child Daycare Facility 
Response to ADP MInutes of Aprll1S 2012 

Project No. : 11285 

As requested, here Is our response to recommendations mode by the Design Advisory Panel meeting held 
on April 18, 2012. The thoughtful comments are ackflowledged, and appreCiated for lhelr Inlent In helping 
10 Improve the Hamilton Daycare project. 

The follOwing resp(;mse Is Intended to provide context and background to comments suggesting changes, 
and to Indicate a 'proposed course of acllon for the Design-Builder. Responses ale Indicated by Italics. 

• due to grade Issues, give ot1enllon to romping as 11 is necessary to provide continuous surfaces w~hln 
the site. 

This Issue has been addressed. The site Is gently graded to the front doors so as not to require ramps 
for primary access to the building. In addition. the IntantfToddler access 10 the exterior Is provided with 
a ramp to facllffate moving Infants and toddlers In strollers from both front and rear access points. 

• Information provided on the edge details of the building could use more resolutlon; conerele 
crawlspace kind of finish below the hardle panel Is nol visually Interes~ng; consider adding 0 different 
material, e .g. corrugaled metal; no space for berm or planter: 

The building finishes will be changed to conceal the concrete crawlspace foundatIon walls. 

• question lhe location of the ploy area which Is adjacent to Westmins1er Highway; why not locate ij 
adjacent to the pork to the north of the sl1e?; may have shadow Issues but would be more more 
removed from the rood; 

The building siting was reviewed In detail In consu/falion wfftl Cffy of. Richmond Planning, Engineering, 
Project Development, and Social Services Department staff. A number of factors led to the placement 
of the building towards the rear of the site: 

1) There Is a large grade Change required ta meet flood plain elevalions - the floor elevation Is 3. 8m 
compared to a current average stte elevation of 1,1 - 1.2m. DIstance Is necessary to help mitigate 
the vIsual and loglstlcol effects of sJls grading fTansff/ons, Including planning considerations around 
the visual Impact to the public of high retolnlng walls along the front of the property, as well as 
traffic engineering concerns around frafflc sight lines along the curve of the adjacent roadway. 

Page 1 014 

Aon Hollon 
Ncl\~ec l inc ., s. Atcll., /v'J\lBC 

Marl< Mathiasen 
ArcliilecllrK:: .. 8. Nell. . MAlBC 
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April 27, 2012 
RZ 12-601319 - Hamilton Child Daycare Foclilly 
Response to ADP Minutes of April 18 2012 

ATIACHMENT 5 

~A 
GRAHAM HOFFAAT MATHLASEN AAOiITECTS 

2) Placement towards the rear of the site mitigates Impacts to the adjocent neighbour due to lCJ.Ner 
retaining wall heIghts and better vieNS /wards the front of the property where the adjacent house 
Is locoted. 

3) licensing requirements, for safety and operational reasons, stipulate a physical separation between 
the Infantf/oddler and 3-5 age group play aroos. 

4) set back requirements combined INith access to the sunny south side, grading Issues, sight lines, 
public presence, and the requirement for separate ptay areas all helped lead to the decision to 
place the largest play area, designed for 25 3-5 year aids, on the sunny south side. The smaller ploy 
area, designed for 8 Infants and toddlers, was determined to be best located on the shadier and 
quieter north side. 

• retaining wall at the west proper1y line should be treated nicely In consideration of the neighbouring 
residential property to the Immediate west; 

Comment/requirement will be passed along to the Design-BUilder. Product such as "Allan BIocf(', a 
smaller scale architectural concrete producl. is proposed. 

• a hill Is a great play surface; look at opportunities to create a sloped surface from the covered deck 
edge down to grade to Integrate the areas, e.g. through on-grade landscaping Instead of lattice 
barrier; 

The suggested hili Is likely not poSSible, as City staff provided Instructions through earlier reviews to 
reduce slopes In the ploy area for safety reasons. other landscape opportunities, such as plant 
screening, would mitigate the visual Issue that Is mentioned. 

• large verge at the edge of Westminster Highway could be treated to soften the street and provide 
buHerlng from the street; consider a reforestation plan (I.e., planting of small trees that eventually grow 
Into big ones) to Integrote cost-eHecllve plonl1ng Inlo boulevard to assist In screening noise and traffic 
coming trom Ihe highway to the play area; 

Off-site work Is determined by the prior re-zonlng process carried out for ItJls site by B. C. Transit, and Is 
outside the scope of this application. For Information purposes, tI Is noted that Input (rom traffic 
engineering and planning during the site planning phose suggests that this Is not an option for traffic 
safety reasons due to required sight lines around the CUNeo 

• sidewalk location needs to be separated tram the street/curb to set better precedent for the 
neighbourhood; 

Off-site work Is determined by the prior re-zonlng process carrIed out for this site by B.C. Transit, and Is 
outside the scope of this application. 

• would appreciate If proposals from the Panel could be Integrated Into the proleas terms 01 reference; 

Design Panel proposals will be addressed In consullotlon wllh City stoff for InclUSion In the Design-Build 
Request for Proposals terms of reference. 

Page 2 of 4 
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April 27, 2012 
RZ 12 -60 1319 - Hamilton Child Daycare Facility 
Response to AD? Minutes of April 1 e 2012 

ATTACHMENT 5 

...-.-...A 
GRAH.t>M HOFFART Mt\THIASEN ARCHITECTS 

• consider providing temporalY cover or tent-like struc1ure for outdoor ploy areas to provide opportuni1les 
for ou1door ploy during rain; 

Covered ploy space Is already provided for both play areas at the front and bock of the property. A 
small tent-like structure In addllfcJn to these COI.1ld be beneficial and playful on the street s"e, tmd may 
be considered If budget and City of Richmond planning considerations allow for it. 

• consider more playfulness In window pot1ern, e.g. lower windows for toddlers; 

All windows for chIldren's actMty areas are placed at the child appropriate sill height of 1"-10", 
Windows for adufl oreas are ploced at opproprlate heights to coordInate with millwork, fumllure, and 
function, 

• consider using roof fence/Vents or stronger changes In roof lines and forms to break up 111e massing of 
the roof and odd playfUlness to it; 

Comment will be passed along to the Design-Builder. 

• consider adding another colour to add more playfulness to the project considering that it Is a daycar9 
facility; 

Comment wlf! be passed along to the Design-Builder. 

• undersfand the budget constraints of the project; however, consider Improving texture of the paving 
coming out Into the parking area; 

Comment w/JI be passed olong to the DesIgn-Builder, 

• notwithstanding the budget constraints, the terms of reference should encourage innovation by the 
proponents In terms Of landscaping, building massing, articulation, window elements and roof form; 

Comment will be possed olong to the Design-Builder. 

• ensure that there Is sufflclent tree planting In the northem edge of the s~e to provide sun shade for 
children durlng sunny days; 

Comment will be passed along to the Deslgn-Bullder. 

• modular structure hos successful precedents; ensure that wooden members are sized to be visually 
proportional and chunky; should tie-In wilh landscape elements; 

Comment will be passed along to the Design-Builder. 

• ensure that there Is suffiCient buffering if the primolY play areo Is on the highway side; 

Comment will be passed along to the Design-Builder. Note thot Iransparency In the fencing on the 
street side was a requirement o( Planning, and will require review with City staff. 

Page 3014 
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April 27. 2012 
RZ 12-601319 - HomlHon Child Doycore Facility 
Response to ADP Minutes of April 18 2012 

ATTACHMENT 5 

GAAHAM HOFFAAT MAlHlt\SEN AACHIlEC1S 

• In view or the location of the play orea, look 01 some serious buffering along the edge of Westminster 
Highway to address 1he noise Issue; 

See previous comment. 

• building Is raised and there Is a fair amount of space underneath; consider the posslblll1y 01 a storage 
area In Ihe crawlspace; could be Incorporated under the building at minimal cost. 

Comment will be passed along to the Deslgn-Bullder. Storage under the building will require the 
oddilion of a fire sprinkler protection system which may not be supported by the budget. 

Thank you for the opportunHy to present this proJec1 to 1he City of Richmond Design Panel. I 1rust the 
preceding comments are helpful. Please do not hesitate 10 call the undersigned should you have further 
queries or comments arising out of the above noted comments. 

Sincerely, 

Graham Hoffart Mathiasen Architects 

Mark Motnlosen, MAISC, LEED~AP 

cc : Janet Whitehead, Project Manager, CIIy of Richmond Project Development & Faclll11es Services 
Martin Younis, Project Coordinator, City of Richmond Projec1 Development & Facilities Services 

Page 4 of 4 
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City of 
Richmond 

Address: 23591 Westminster Hwy. 

ATTACHMENT 6 

Rezoning Considerations 
Development Applications Division 

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

File No.: RZ 12-601319 

Prior to flOal adoption of Zoning Amendment Bylaw 8881, the developer is required to complete the 
following: 
1. Final Adoption of OCP Amendment Bylaw 8880. 

2 . Provincial Ministry of Transportation & Infrastructure Approval. 

3. Submission of a Landscape Plan, prepared by a Registered Landscape Architect, to the satisfaction of the Director of 
Development. 

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

Plan shall include location for parking for services, deliveries, workers, loading, application for any lane closures, and 
proper construction traffic controls as per Traffic Control Manua! for works on Roadways (by Ministry of 
Transportation) and MMCD Traffic Regulation Section 01570. 

(For more information refer to : http://www.richmood.ca/serviccs/ttp/special.htm). 

2. Additional fire flow analysis are to be undertaken at the Building Permit stage once the building design has been 
confinned . 

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

[Signed original on file] 

Signed Date 

34&2,14 
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City of 
Richmond Bylaw 8880 

Richmond Official Community Plan Bylaw 7100 
Amendment Bylaw 8880 (RZ 12-601319) 

23591 Westminster Highway 

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

1. Richmond Official Community Plan Bylaw 7100 is amended by repealing the existing 
Jand use designation in Schedule 2.14 (Hamilton Area Plan) thereof of the following 
area and by designating it "COM:MUNITY FACILITIES". 

P.I.D.028-376-650 
Lot B Section 36 Block 5 North Range 4 West New Westminster District Plan 
BCP46528. . 

2. This Bylaw may be cited as "Richmond Official Community Plan Bylaw 7100, 
Amendment Bylaw 8880". 

FIRST READING 

PUBLIC HEARING 

SECOND READING 

THIRD READING 

ADOPTED 

MAYOR 

3487910 

MAY 2 8 2012 

CORPORATE OFFICER 

CITY OF 
RICHMOND 

APPROVED 
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City of 
Richmond 

Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500 
Amendment Bylaw 8881 (RZ 12-601319) 

23591 WESTMINSTER HIGHWAY 

Bylaw 8881 

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

1. Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500 is amended by repealing the existing zoning designation 
of the following area and by designating it SCHOOL AND INSTITUTIONAL USE 
(SI) 

P.I.D . 028-376-650 
Lot B Section 36 Block 5 North Range 4 West New Westminster District Plan 
BCP46528 . 

2. This Bylaw may be cited as "Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500, Amendment Bylaw 
8881", 

FlRST READING 

PUBLIC HEARING 

SECOND READING 

TIITRD READING 

MINISTRY OF TRANSPORTATION APPROVAL 

OTHER CONDITIONS SATISFIED 

ADOPTED 

MAYOR CORPORA TE OFFICER 

348661 S 

CllYOF 
RICHMOND 

4PPROVED 
by 
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City of Rich mood 
PIaJ1.!Ung and Development Department 

To: Planning Committee 

From: Brian J. Jackson, MCIP 
Acting General Manager, Planning and Development 

Report to Committee 

Date: 

File: 

April 24, 2012 

08-4045-2Cl-
1 0/2012-Vol 01 

Re: City Centre Area Plan (CCAP) Text Amendments : Density Calcu lation 
Clarification for Minor Streets, Lanes, Mews, Parks, and Open Spaces Not 
Identified in Richmond's Development Cost Charge (De C) Program 

Staff Reco mme ndatio n 

1. That Official Community Plan Amendment Bylaw No. 8888, which amends Official Community 
Plan Bylaw No. 7100 by making text amendments to ScheduJe 2.10 (City Centre Area Plan) to 
clarify the intent of the Plan in respect to lands voluntarily dedicated or otherwise transferred to 
the City by developers for use as "minor streets" (i.e., as designated under the P lan), lanes, 
mews, parks, and open spaces not identified in the Development Cost Charge (DCC) program for 
land acquisition purposes, and make clear that the City may. in its discretion on a project-by
project basis, include such Jands in the calcu lation of"ner development site" for the purpose of 
determining the maximwn permitted floor area, be introduced and given fi rst reading. 

2. That Bylaw No. 8888, having been considered in conjunction with : 

• the City's Financial Plan and Capita l Program; 
• the Greater Vancouver Regional District Solid Waste and Liqu id Waste Management Plans; 

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

3, That Bylaw No. 88&8, having been considered in accordance with OCP Bylaw Preparation 
Consultation Policy 504.3. is hereby deemed not to require further consultation. 

ackson, MeIP 
Acting General Manager, Planning aad Development 

BJ:spc 
Att . 
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StaN Report 

Origin 

The purpose ofthjs staff report and bylaw is to propose text amendments to the City Centre Area 
P lan (CCAP) for the purpose of: 

• Clarifying the intent of the Plan in respect to lands that are voluntarily dedicated or otherwise 
transferred to the City (i .e., fee simple lot) by developers for use as "minor streets" (i .e. , as 
designated under the Plan), lanes, mews, parks, and open spaces, but are not identified in the 
Development Cost Charge (DeC) program for land acquisition purposes; and 

• Making clear that the City may, in its discretion on a project-by-project basis, include such 
lands in the calculation of"ner development s ite" for the purpose of delennin.ing the maximum 
pcnnitted floor area. 

Findings of Fact 

The CCAP identifies new parks and roads to be secured as voluntary developer contributions via 
Richmond's development approval processes. In cases where the contributors of these features arc 
not eligible for financial compensation via the DeC program (i .e., most "minor streets", lanes, 
mews, and some parks are not identified for land acquisition purposes on the DCC program), the 
CCAP pemuts such features to be secured via means that do not reduce the contributing developer'S 
buildable floor area. Typically, a statutory right-of-way is used for this purpose, but there is 
increasing concern among City staff that this may result in unclear ownership responsibilities (e.g., 
maintenance standards, liability), hardship for private owners (i.e., long-term maintenance of 
statutory right-of-way areas), and related development and administrative challengcs. The CCAP 
permits non-DCC features (i.e., features not identi fied on the DCC program) to be dedicated or 
otherwise transferred to the City (i.e., fee simple lot) withou t any loss of buildable floor area (i .e., no 
reduction in "net development site" area upon which density is calculated), and such means are 
easier to administer than statuto!), right-of-ways. Unfortunately, however, to date the effective use 
oflhe relevant CCAP provisions for this purpose has been hampered by the Plan's lack of clarity and 
transparency. 

Related Policies & Studies 

CCAP Policy Review 

Key CCAP directions requiring consideration include the following: 
a) Density is calcu lated on "net development site" area, wh ich is defmcd as site area "net of street 

and park dedica.tions required to satisfy the ~ of Area Plan and other City policies"; and 
b) Dedication is not required to satisfy the intent of the Plan in respect to: 

• Non-DCC park and open space (policy 4.l.m); and 
• Non-DCC "minor streets", lanes, and mews, provided that securing such features via an 

alternate means results in an outcome equal 10 or better than what could otherwise have 
been reasonably achieved under the Plan (policies 4. 1.j and 4.I .k). 

Based on the above, it is understood that the CCAP does not require the exclusion of non-DeC 
parks, open spaces, "minor streets", lanes, or mews from "net development site" area for the purpose 
of calculating buildable floor area, regardless of how such features are secured (i.e., statutory right
of-way, dedication, or fee simple lot). Furthennore. given chat the current Plan allows for density to 
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be calculated on non~DCC features) how those features are secured (Le., statutory right·of~way 
versus dedication or fee simple lot) is of no consequence to the City Centre's projected total 
buildable floor area, population, anticipated demand for services/amenities, or related considerations. 

Consultation 

OCP ay\aw preparalion Consultation Policy No. 5043 provides direction with ~egard to 
consultation requirements for an OCP amendment. As the proposed OCP amendment is limited to 
text changes clarifying existing CCAP policy and will not increase development nor change 
existing land use policy, no consultation is requ ired with the Vancouver International Airport 
Authority (VIAA) or School District No. 38 (Richmond). Notice published in Richmond 
newspapers and the starutory Public Hearing will provide Richmond residents and interested 
parties with an opportunity to comment. 

Ana lysis 

Proposed CCAP Text Amendments 

To make it dear that the City may , in its discretion on a projcct-by-pfoject basis. include lands 
dedicated or otherwise transferred to the City for use as non-DCC features in the calculation of 
«net development site" for the purpose of determining the maximum pennirted floor area within 
the City Centre, text amendments are proposed to the definition ofHnet development site" and 
implementation strategies in respect to transportation features (policies 4.1.j and 4.l.k) and park 
and open space features (4.1.1 and 4.1.m)J as shown in Attachment 1 and sununarized below: 

1. Net Development Site (Definition) - The ex isting definition is expanded to make dear that 
"net development site" can include parks, open spaces, "minor slreets", lanes, or mews 
provided that the feature is not identified on the Dee program fo r land acquisition purposes 
and the outcome would be equal to or better than what could otherwise have been reasonably 
achieved under the Plan, as determined to the satisfaction of the City and in accordance w ith 
criteria sel oul in Section 4.0 Implementation and Phasing Strategies of the Plan (as per items 
2 and 3 below). 

2 . Tnosportatioo Featul'cs (fmplemenlation Policies 4.1.) & 4.1.k) - Two existing 
implementation pol icies are replaced with one new policy that makes clear, among other 
things, that "minor streets","lanes, and mews may be secured via means that do not reduce "net 
dt::veloprnent si te'> area for the purpose of determining the maximum pennitted floor area, 
provided that this contributes towards: 
• Equal or better results in respect to built fonn and character, level of public amenity, 

adjacency considerations, and City goals, objectives, costs, risks, liability, and related 
considerations; and 

• Enhanced transportation function, specifically including, but not limited to, expanded 
network continuity (e.g., the introduction or completion of a "minor street" connecting two 
or more existing public streets and constructed to its full functional width as detennined to 
the satisfaction of the City). 

3 . Park & Open Space Features (Implementation PoliCies 4.1.1 &4. l .m) - Information 
regarding the DeC program is redundant and is, thus, repealed . f.n addition, as wi1h the 
transportation policies (above), two existing park policies are replaced with one new policy 
that makes clear, among other things, that park and open space may be secured via means that 
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do not reduce "nct development site" area for the purpose of determining the maximum 
permitted floor area, provided that this contributes towards: 

• Equal or better results in respect to built foml and cbaIacter, level of public amenity, 
adjacency considerations, and City goals, objectives, costs, risks, liability, and related 
considerations; and 

• Enhanced park and open space function and amenity (e.g., equitable distribution and 
improved access). 

Zoning Considerations 

Unlike the CCAP, the Zoning Bylaw determines maximum buildable floor area based on "net site 
area" (i.e., excluding all road and park secured as dedications and fee simple lots), even in the case 
of non-DeC features. The implementation of the CCAP policies clarified via the subject text 
amendments, therefore, requires that the zoning of affected properties are drafted/amended on a 
project~by~pToject basis to permit "gross floor area" (based on site area including non~DCC 
features) to be constructed on "nct site" area (excluding non-DCC features) . The resulting zones 
will indicate, on a Site-specific basis, that increased density is pennitted, provided that the owner 
dedicates or otherwise transfers to the City a specified amount of land for (non-DeC) park and/or 
road purposes, as determined to the satisfaction of the City. An example of such a Zoning Bylaw 
amendment, in respect to the pending rezon.ing of 7731 and 7771 Alderbridge Way 
(Onni, RZ 1 J -585209, first reading of Council. April 23, 2012) is provided for reference as 
Attachmen t 2. 

Financial Impact 

None. 

Conclusion 

The CCAP identifies new non-DeC parks and roads that may be secured without reducing "net 
development site" area for the purpose of determining the maximum pennirted floor area. 
Statutory right-of-ways are Iypically used fo r this purpose, but dedication and fee simple lots are 
preferable. To facilitate this alternate approach, text amendments are proposed to clarify existing 
CCAP policies) and guidance is provided in respect to related proje.ct-by"project Zoning Bylaw 
requirements. 

Suzanne Carter·Huffman 
Senior PlannerlUrban Design 

SPC:cas 

Attacbment 1: Comparison of Exisling & Proposed CCAP Policy 
Attachmen t 2: Example ofa Draft Zoning Bylaw (Standard Zone) Amendment (RZ 11 -585209) 
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Definition 

4 .1.D 

4 .1.k) 

3>1 1757 

Attachment 1 
Comparison of Existing & Proposed CCAP Policy 

-EXISTING .CCAP.:';' ~"" ,~. ,!.;j:;\'>, •. ~ PROP.OSED· CCAP TEXT AMENDMENTS . ~,{1 · .:;> ~:,: 

Net Development Site 

Net Development Site means the 
area of a Development Site, net of 
street and park dedications 
req uired to satisfy the inlent of 
Area Plan and other City policies. 

Major Thoroughfares, Major 
Streets & Minor Streets 

These streets are 10 be dedicated 
and their alignment should be 
considered fixed as per the Plan, 
except that in the case of Minor 
Streets, the City may determine 
that this can be varied, provided 
that the alternative alignment 
andlor means of securing a 
designated Minor Street for public 
use results in a specific benefit to 
the community and a situation that 
the City considers to be equal or 
superior to what would otherwise 
have been achievable under the 
Plan with regard to: 
• the intended transportation 

functions of the street and 
related mobility and access 
neh.vofks; 

• costs, risks, and liability 
incurred by the City; 

• the form of development on 
the affected development site 
and its neighbours. 

Lanes & Mews 

The alignment, the means by 
which these routes witl be secured 
for public use, and the nature of 
that use (e.g. , vehicles, 
pedestrians, biCYCles, loading, 
other public uses) will be 
determined, to the satisfaction of 
the City, through Richmond's 
development review process. 

Net Development Site 

Net Development Site means the area of a Development Site net of 
land dedicated or othervJise transferred to the City for_street and 
park purposes, e)(cept the City may, in its discretion on a project-by
project basis, include land dedicated or otherwise transferred to the 
City for a park, open space, Minor Street, lane, or mews in the 
calculation of Net Development Site (for the purpose of determining 
the maximum permitted floor area) if the following criteria are 
satisfied: 
• the feature is not identified for land acquisition purposes on 

Richmond's Development Cost Charge (DCC) program; and 
• the development outcome would be equal or better than what 

could otherwise have been reasonably achieved under the Plan , 
as determined 10 the satisfaction of the City and in accordance 
with Section 4.0, Implementation and Phasing Strategies, of the 
Plan. 

Major Thoroughfa res, Major Streets, Minor Streets, Lanes & 
Mews 

These featUres are to be dedicated and their alignment should be 
considered fixed as per the Plan, except that, at the discretion of the 
City on a project-by-project basis, Minor Street, lanes, and mews 
may be: 
• realigned, closed, or added 10 enhance network continuity, 

funclionalily, and related characteristics of the feature for 
vehicles, pedestrians, bicycles, loading, and other uses; and 

• secured such that the area of the fealure may be included in Net 
Devetopment Site (for the purpose of determining the maximum 
permitted floor area) provided that the feature is not identified lor 
land acquisition purposes in Richmond's Development Cost 
Charge (DeC) program and the development outcome would be 
equal or better than what could otherwise have been reasonably 
achieved under the Plan, including: 
• equal or better results in respect to built form and character, 

level of public amenity, adjacency considerations, and City 
goals, objectives, costs, risks, liability, and related 
considerations; and 

• enhanced transportation (unction, specifically including, but 
not limited to, expanded network continuity (e.g .. the 
introduction or completion of a Minor Street connecting two 
or more existing public streets and constructed to its full 
functional width as determined to the satisfaction of the 
City). 
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4.1.I} 

4.1.m) 

lSl n S? 

Park & Open Space on the DeC 
Program 

Where specific parkland 
acquisition and parkland 
development are in the City-Wide 
DCC Program, developers will be 
eligible for DCC credits or rebales 
if they have given land for park or 
constructed the park 
improvements. but only to the 
maximum extent of the park costs 
in the City~Wide DeC Program 
and the maximum extent of their 
parkland acquisition and 
development DCC payments to 
the City-Wide DeC Program. 

Park & Open Space Not on the 
Dec Program 

Where specific park and open 
space are not on the City-Wide 
DeC Program, developers will be 
required to: 
• provide a right-of-way \0 

secure the park and open 
space as privately owned 
publicly accessible areas 
(POPAs) as part of the 
development approval 
process; or 

• acquire the parkland and 
develop the parkland, or 
contribute to the acquisition 
and development of aU or a 
portion of the parkland, in 
order to advance their 
development and Ihat 
particular park and open 
space ahead of the City's 
DCC Program. 

Park & Open Space 

These features are 10 be dedicated or otherwise lransferred to the 
City (Le., fee simple lot) and their size and location should be 
considered fIXed as per the Plan. except that. al the discretion of the 
City on a project-by-project baSiS, features may be : 
• reconfigured to enhance network continuity, functionality, public 

amenity, site-specific considerations, and related characteristics 
of the feature; and 

• secured such that the area of the feature may be included in Net 
Development Site (for the purpose of determining the maximum 
permitted floor area) provided that the feature is not identified for 
land acquisition purposes in Richmond's Developmenl Cost 
Charge (DCC) program and the development outcome would be 
equal or better than what could otherwise have been reasonably 
achieved under Ihe Plan, including: 
• equal or better results in (espect to built form and character. 

level of public amenity. adjacency considerations, and City 
goals, objectives. costs, risks, liability, and related 
considerations; and 

• enhanced park and open space function and amenity (e.g., 
equitable distribution and improved access). 
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Attachm ent 2 
Example of Draft Zoning Bylaw (Standard Zone) Amendment(RZ l l -585209) 

City of 
Richmond 

Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500 
Amendment Bylaw No. 8884 (RZ 11·585209) 

7731 and 7771 Alderbridge Way 

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

Bylaw 8884 

I. Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500, as amended, is further amended by adding a new sub-section 3 to 
Secti on 8.12.4 Permi tted Density as follows: 

"3 . Notwithstanding Section 8.12.4.2, for the RAI .. I2 zone the maximum fl oo r area ratio for the net site 
area of (he site located with in the City Centre shown on Figure 1 below shall be 2.28, provided that 

(a) the conditions in either paragraph 8.12.4 .2(£1.) or 8.12.4.2(b) are complied with; and 

(b) not less than 3,538 m2 of the site is dedicated to the City as road. 

Figure 1 

2. The Zontng Map of the City of Richmond, which accompanies and forms part of Richmond Zoning Bylaw 
8500, 8S amended, is further amended by repealing the existing wning designation oflhe following lots and 
designating them lIi.gh Density Low Rise Apartments (RAJU) 

P.J.D. 000·859·958 
Lot 89 Section 5 Block 4 North Range 6 West New Westminster District Plan 38045 

P.I.D. 000·806·943 
Lot 96 Section 5 Block 4 North Range 6 West New Westminster District Plan 39888 

3. This Bylaw may be cited as "Ric.hmond Zo ning Bylan> 8500, 

FU<ST READING 
A PUBLIC HEARJNG WAS HELD ON 
SECOND READING 
TIlIRD READING 
OTHER REQUIREMENTS SA TlSFlED 
ADOPTED 

MAYOR 

Am endment Bylaw No. 8884", 

CORPORATE OFFICER 

CITYOF 
IUCflMOND 

"'''PRoveD 
r,,'<»nlMlby 
"rl~a~"!I 

dOF' 

APPJlO\!Eo 
",,~Iky 
~Soll<ko , 
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City of 
Richmond Bylaw 8888 

Richmond Official Community Plan Bylaw 7100 
Amendment Bylaw No. 8888 
CITY CENTRE AREA PLAN 

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

I. Richmond Official Community Plan Bylaw 7100, Schedule 2.10 (City Cent« Axea Plan) 
is amended by: 

lSt7HS 

1.1 . On page A·l , repealing the definition of "Devdopment Site - Net" and replacing 
it with the fo llowing: 

<'Net Development Site means the area 'of a Development Site net of land 
dedicated or otherwise transfelTed to the City fOT stlee! and park purposes, 
except that the City may, in its dlscrctioo on a project·by-project basis, include 
land dedicated or otherw"ise transferred to the City fo r a pa rk, open space, 
Minor Street, lane, or mews in tne calculation of Net Development Site (for the 
purpose of detennining the maximum pennitted floor area) if the following 
criteria are satisfied: 

• the feature is not identified fo r land acquisition purposes in Rlchmond 's 
Development Cost Charge (DeC) program; and 

• the development outcome would be equal to or better than what could 
otherwise have been reasonably achieved under the Plan, as detennined to 
the satisfaction of the City and in accordance with Section 4,0 
Implementation and Phasing Strategies of the Plan." 

1.2. On page 4-3, repealing poJicy 4.1.j) and replacing it with the following: 

"M ajor Thor oughfa r es, M ajor Streets, Minor Streets, Lanes & Mews 

These features arc to be dedicated and their alignment should be considered 
fixed as per the Plan , except that, at the discretion of the City on a project-by
project basis, Minor Streets, lanes, and mews may be: 

• realigned, closed, or added to enhance network continuity, hUlctionality, 
and related characteristics of the feature for vehicles, pedesbians, bicycles, 
loading, and other uses; and 

• secured such that the area of the feature may be included in Net 
Development Site (for the purpose of detennining the maximum pennittcd 
floor area) prov ided that the feature is not identified for land acquisition 
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purposes in Ricruuond's Development Cost Charge (DeC) program and 
the development outcome would be equal to or better ihan what could 
othelWise have been reasonably achieved under the Plan, including: 

equal or better results in respect to built foml and character, level of 
public amenity, adjacency considerations, and City goals, objectives, 
costs, risks, liability, and related considerations; and 

enhanced transportation function, specifically including, "bul not 
limited to, expanded network continuity (e.g., the introduction or 
completion of a Minor Street cormecting two or more existing public 
streets and constructed to its full functional width as determined to the 
satisfaction of the City)." 

\ .3. On page 4-3, repealing policy 4.1.k) and leaving it intentionally blank. 

1.4. On page 4·3, repeaJing policy 4.1.1) and replacing it with the following: 

"Park & Open SpRce 

TIlcse features are to be dedicated or otherwise transferred to the City (Le., fee 
simple lot) and their size aod location should be considered fixed as per the 
Plan, except that, at the discretion of the City on a project· by·project basis, 
features may be: 

• reconfigured to enhance network continuity, functionality, public amenity, 
site·specific considerations, and related characteristics of the feature; and 

• secured such that the area of the feature may be included in Net 
Development Site (for the purpose of detennining the maximum permitted 
floor area) provided that tbe feature is not identified for land acquisition 
purposes in Richmond's Development Cost Charge (DCC) program and 
the development outcome would be equal to or better than what could 
otherwise have been reasonably achieved under the Plan, including; 

equal or better results in respect to built fonn and character, level of 
public amenity, adjacency considerations, and City goals, objectives, 
costs, risks, liability, and related considerations; and 

enhanced park and open space function and amenity (e.g., equitable 
distribution and improved access)." 

1.5. On page 4·3, repealing policy 4.1.m) and leaving it intentionally blank. 
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2. This Bylaw may be cited as "Richmond Official Community Plat) Bylaw 7100, 
Amendment Bylaw 8888". 

FIRST READING 

PUBLIC HEARJNG 

SECOND READING 

THIRD READING 

ADOPTED 

MAYOR 

MAY 28 2012 

CORPORATE OFFICER 
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To: 

From: 

City of Richmond 
Planning and Development Department 

Planning Committee 

Brian J. Jackson, MCIP 
Director of Development 

Report to Committee 

Date: March 27,2012 

File: RZ 11-586782 

Re: Application by Matthew Cheng Architect Inc. for Rezoning at 6471,6491 and 
6511 No.2 Road from Single Detached (RS1/E) to Low Density Townhouses 
(RTL4) 

Staff Recommendation 

That Bylaw No. 8890, for the rezoning of 6471,6491 and 6511 No.2 Road from "Single 
Detached (RS liE)" to "Low Density Townhouses (R TL4) " , be introduced and given first 
reading. 

Brian 1. Jackson, MCIP 
Director of Development 

EL:blg 
Att. 

FOR ORIGINATING DEPARTMENT USE ONLY 

ROUTED To: CONCURRENCE " NCURRENCE OF GENERAL MANAGER 

Affordable Housing Y~D 
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Staff Report 

Origin 

Matthew Cheng Architect Inc. has applied to the City of Richmond for pennission to rezone 
6471,6491 and 6511 No.2 Road (Attachment 1) [Tom Single Detached (RSlIE) to Low 
Density Townhouses (RTL4) in order to permit the development of 15 townhouse units. A 
preliminary site plan and building elevations are contained in Attachment 2. 

Findings of Fact 

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

Surrounding Development 

To the North: A large, newer, single-family home on a lot zoned Single Detached (RSllE); 

To the East: Across No.2 Road, existing single·famlly dwellings on lots zoned Single 
Detached (RS lIE), fronting Christina Road and Camsell Crescent; 

To the South: Older single·family homes on lots zoned Single Detached (RSllE); and 

To the West: Existing singie·family dwellings on lots zoned Single Detached (RS lIB) fronting 
Ganison Court. 

Related Policies & Studies 

Arterial Road Redevelopment and Lane Establishment Policies 

The Arterial Road Redevelopment Policy is supportive of multiple· family residential 
developments along major arterial roads. While the subject block (east side oUhe 6400 Block of 
No.2 Road) is not identified for Multiple·Family Residential Development on the map contained 
in the Policy, the subject application is being brought forward for consideration based on its own 
merits. A discussion is being provided under the "Analysis" section of this report. 

Floodplain Management Implementation Strategy 

The applicant is required to comply with the Flood Plain Designation and Protection Bylaw 
(No. 8204). In accordance with the Flood Management Strategy, a Flood Indemnity Restrictive 
Covenant specifying the minimum flood construction level is required prior to rezoning bylaw 
adoption. 

OCP Aircraft Noise Sensitive Development (ANSD) Policy 

The site is located within Area 4 of the ANSD map, which allows consideration of all new 
aircraft noise sensitive uses, including townhouses. An Aircraft Noise Sensitive Use Restrictive 
Covenant must be registered on title prior to final adoption of this application. As well, the 
applicant is to submit a report for indoor noise mitigation measures as part of the Development 
Permit process. 
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Affordable Housing Strategy 

The applicant proposes to make a cash contribution to the affordable housing reserve fund in 
accordance to the City's Affordable Housing Strategy. As the proposal is for townhouses, the 
applicant is making a cash contribution of $2.00 per buildable square foot as per the Strategy; 
making the payable contribution amount of$37,010.00. 

Public Art 

The applicant has agreed to provide a voluntary contribution in the amount of$0.75 per square 
foot of developable area for the development to the City's Public Art fund. The amount of the 
contribution would be $13,879.00. 

Public Input 

The applicant has forwarded confirmation that a development sign has been posted on the site . 
The ownerslresidents of the neighbouring property to the north at 6451 No . 2 Road expressed 
their concerns over the proposed access to the townhouse development being located adjacent to 
their south property line. The applicant has subsequently revised the site design to propose a 
driveway access away from the common property line. Transportation staff have no concerns 
with the proposed location of the entry driveway; the existing boulevard median will limit access 
and egress to right in/right out turns only. 

Staff Comments 

Trees Retention and Replacement 

A Tree Survey and a Certified Arborist's report were submitted in support of the application. A 
site inspection conducted by the City's Tree Preservation Coordinator revealed that flve (5) 
bylaw-sized trees located on-site are in good condition and are good candidates for retention. 
However, to successfully retain a 78 cm calliper Pine tree and a 37 em calliper Colorado Blue 
Spruee tree in the proposed outdoor amenity area., two (2) townhpuse units would need to be 
deleted from the proposal. Therefore, staff recommend retention of only three (3) of the five (5) 
bylaw-sized trees on-site which are in good condition (see Tree Protection Plan in 
Attachment 4). 

To compensate for the loss of two (2) large conifers on-site, the City's Tree Preservation 
Coordinator recommends that two (2) new larger calliper conifer replacement trees be provided 
along the No.2 Road frontage. These "specimen" replacement trees should be specified at a 
minimum of6 m high. Staff will work with the landscape architect to ensure the provision of the 
larger specimen trees on-site at the Development Permit stage. 

In order to ensure that the protected trees will not be damaged during construction, tree 
protection fencing must be installed to City standards prior to any construction activities 
occuning on-site . In addition, a contract with a Certified Arborist to monitor all works to be 
done near or within the tree protection zone must be submitted prior to Development Permit 
issuance. Furthermore, the applicant is required to submit a $7,500 .00 Tree Survival Security for 
the three (3) protected trees on-site prior to Development Permit issuance. 
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The City's Tree Preservation Coordinator has also concurred with the Arborist's 
recommendations to remove an additional 11 bylaw-sized trees on-site that are in poor condition 
due to significant structural defects (previously topped, cavities and significant inclusions). 
Based on the 2: 1 tree replacement ratio goal stated in the Official Community Plan (OCP), 
26 replacement trees are required for the removal of 13 bylaw-sized trees on-site. According to 
the Preliminary Landscape Plan (Attachment 2), the developer is proposing to plant 31 trees 
on-site. 

Site Servicing 

An independent review of servicing requirements (sanitary) has concluded no upgrades are 
required to support the proposed development. 

Prior to final adoption, the developer is required to consolidate the three (3) lots into one (l) 
development parcel. 

Frontage Improvements 

Prior to issuance of Building Pennit, the developer is to enter into a standard Servicing 
Agreement to provide the required beautification treatment to the road frontage. Beautification 
works include relocating the sidewalk to the new property line (a 1.5 m concrete sidewalk) and 
installing a 1.38 m grassed and treed boulevard behind the existing curb. All works at 
developers sole cost. 

Vehicle Access 

One (1) driveway off No.2 Road is proposed. The long-term objective is fOT the driveway 
access established on No.2 Road to be utilized by adjacent properties if they ultimately apply to 
redevelop . A Public Right of Passage (PROP) will be secured as a condition of rezoning to 
facilitate this. 

Indoor Amenity Space 

The appUcant is proposing a contribution in-lieu of on-site indoor amenity space in the amount 
of $18,000 as per the Official Community Plan (OCP) and Council Policy. 

Outdoor Amenity Space 

Outdoor amenity space will be provided on-site and is adequately sized based on Official 
Community Plan (OCP) guidelines. The design of the children's play area and landscape details 
will be refined as part of the DeVelopment Permit application. 

Analysis 

Arterial Road Redevelopment Policy 

The City'S Arterial Road Redevelopment Policy guides residential infill development for 
properties located along arterial roads and also establishes a set of location criteria and 
development guidelines to which multiple-family residential development proposals must 
comply. The subject development site generally complies with all of the location criteria except 
that it is not on a bus route. Response to the location criteria is provided below in italics: 
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I. Along a major arterial road and those portions of a local arterial road identifled in the 
OCP. 

The subject site is along a major arterial road, which is No.2 Road. 

II. On a land assembly with at least 50 m frontage. 

The site frontage is 61.9 m, which is greater than 50 m. 

iii. Where the application is not the first one in the block to introduce a new form of 
development. 

This application is the first one in the block, between Walton Road and Garrison Road, to 
introduce townhouse development. However, considering the entire block between 
Westminster Highway and Granville Avenue, this application is not theflrst townhouse 
development; there are several townhouse developments at the corner of No.2 Road and 
Granville Avenue. 

StafJrecommended consultation with the adjacent property owners to the north, south, 
and west on the proposed land use and density. The applicant confirmed that they have 
talked to the owners of6451 and 6531 No.2 Road (which are the immediate 
neighbouring properties to the north and south) in October, 201 J and that these two (2) 
property owners seemed not to have comments regarding the proposal. The applicant 
advised stafJthat they did not approach the properly owners 10 the west. 

lV. At least 50% of the lots along that section of the major arterial road have redevelopment 
potential (i.e. a fTOntage of over 18 m and/or a house over 10 years old). 

Out oJthe eight (8) lots along No.2 Road on this block, seven (7) oJthem have afrontage 
over 18m (except 6397 No.2 Road with afrontage of 1 3.72 m). Therefore, more than 
50% of the lots along No.2 Road on this block hcrve redevelopment potential. 

v. Public transit is available. 

Currently, there is no public transit servicing this block oJNo. 2 Road. However. the 
#410 bus on Granville Avenue is approximately 300 In away and #401 and C94 buses on 
Westminster Highway are approximately 500 In away, which all are within walking 
distance. 

vt. The development is within walking distance of commercial services or City community 
centre. 

The development is within walking distance of city community centre. The Thompson 
Community Centre is about 660 In away from the development. 

The proposal is also generally in compliance with the development guidelines for 
multiple-family residential developments under the Arterial Road Redevelopment Policy. The 
proposed height, siting and orientation of the buildings respect the massing of the existing 
single-family homes. All rear units immediately adjacent to the neighbouring single-family 
dwellings to the west have been reduced in height to two (2) storeys. The front buildings along 
No.2 Road have been stepped down from three (3) storeys to 212 storeys along the side yards 
and the entry driveway. The building height and massing will be controlled through the 
Development Permit process. 
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Although the proposed development does not comply with all of the location criteria, staff 
support the proposed rezoning application based on the following: 

• The proposal is generally in compliance with five (5) of the six (6) location criteria; while 
the site is not on a bus route, public transit is available within walking distance 
(under 300 m); 

• The proposal is generally in compliance with all of the development guidelines under the 
Arterial Road Redevelopment Policy; 

• Preservation of tlu'ee (3) of the five (5) healthy bylaw-sized trees on-site which are in 
good condition; 

• Proposing a tree replacement ratio over and above the 2: 1 tree replacement ratio goal 
stated in the Official Community Plan (OCP) (i.e. 31 replacement trees for l3 trees to be 
removed); 

• Providing a voluntary contribution to the Affordable Housing Strategy reserve fund; and 

• Providing a voluntary contribution to the City's Public Art fund. 

Requested Variances 

The proposed development is generally consistent with the Development Pennit Guidelines for 
multiple-family projects contained in the Official Corrummity Plan (OCP). Based on the review 
of current site plan for the project, a variance to allow for a total of 18 tandem parking spaces in 
nine (9) townhouse units (all fronting No.2 Road) is being requested. Transportation Division 
staff have reviewed the proposal and have no concerns. The proposed munber of on-site visitor 
parking is in compliance with the bylaw requirement. A restrictive covenant to prohibit the 
conversion of the tandem garage area into habitable space is required prior to final adoption. 

Design Review and Future Development Permit Considerations 

A Development Pennit will be required to ensure that the development at 6471, 6491 and 
6511 No.2 Road is sensitively integrated with adjacent developments. The rezoning conditions 
wili not be considered satisfied until a Development Permit application is processed to a 
satisfactory level. In association with the Development Pennit, the following issues are to be 
further examined: 

• Detailed review of building fonn and architectural character~ opportunities to reduce the 
massing of tile end units; 

• Review of the location and design of the convertible unit and other 
accessibility/aging-in-place features; 

• Review of site grade to ensure the survival of protected trees and to enhance the 
relationship between the first habitable level and the private outdoor space; 

• Landscaping design and enhancement of the outdoor amenity area to maximize use; 

• Ensure there is adequate private outdoor space in each unit; and 

• Opportunities to maximize permeable surface areas and articulate hard surface treatment. 

Additional issues may be identified as part of the Development Pennit application review 
process. 

PH - 228



March 27, 2012 - 7 - RZ 11-586782 

Financial Impact or Economic Impact 

None. 

Conclusion 

The proposed IS-unit townhouse development is generally consistent with the Official 
Community Plan (OCP) regarding developments along major arterial roads and meets the zoning 
requirements set out in the Low Density Townhouses (R TL4) zone. Overall, the proposed land 
use, site plan, and building massing relates to the surrounding neighbourhood context. Further 
review of the project design is required to ensure a high quality project and design consistency 
with the existing neighbourhood context, and this ~rjJl be completed as part of the Development 
Permit application review process. 

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

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

Edwin Lee 
Planner 1 
(604-276-4121) 

ELblg 
Attachment 1: Location Map 
Attachment 2: Conceptual Development Plans 
Attachment 3: Development Application Data Sheet 
Attachment 4: Tree Preservation Plan 
Attachment 5: Rezoning Considerations Concurrence 
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City of Richmond 
69) I No.3 Road 
Richmond, BC V6Y 2CI 
www.richmond.ca 
604-276-4000 

Development App.lication 
Data Sheet 

RZ 11-577561 Attachment 3 

Address: 6471, 6491 and 6511 No.2 Road 

Applicant: Matthew Cheng Architect Inc. 

Planning Area(s): Thompson 
----~----------------------------------------------------

Existing Proposed 
Jagroop S. Bhullar, 

Owner: Nirinder K. Bhullar, and To be determined 
Salindran K. Bhullar 

Site Size (m2
): 2,865.3 m2 (30,841 .8 W) 2,865.3 m2 (30,841.8 ft2) 

Land Uses: Single-Family Residential Multiple-Family Residential 

OCP Designation: low-Density Residential No Change 

Area Plan Designation: N/A No Change 

702 Policy Designation: N/A No Change 

Zoning: Single Detached (RS1/E) Low-Density Townhouses (RTL4) 

Number of Units: 3 15 

Other Designations: N/A No Change 

On Future 
I Bylaw Requirement Proposed I Variance Development 

Floor Area Ratio: Max. 0.60 0.60 max. none permitted 

Lot Coverage - Building: Max. 40% 40% max. none 

Lot Coverage - Non-porous 
Max. 65% 65% max. none 

Surfaces 

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

Setback - Front Yard (m): Min.6m 6.0 m none 

Setback - Side Yard (North) (m): Min.3m 3.0 m min. none 

Setback - Side Yard (South) (m): Min. 3 m 3.0 m min. none 

Setback - Rear Yard (m): Min.3m 4.5 m none 

Height (m): Max. 12.0 m (3 storeys) 12.0 m (3 storeys) max. none 
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On Future Bylaw Requirement I Proposed Variance Development 

Lot Size (min. dimensions): Min. 50 m wide Approx. 61.9 m wide 
x 35 m deep x 46.3 m deep 

none 

Off-street Parking Spaces -
2 (R) and 0.2 (\I) per unit 2 (R) and 0.2 (V) per unit none Resident (R) I Visitor (\/): 

Off-street Parking Spaces - Total: 33 33 none 

Tandem Parking Spaces: not permitted 18 
variance 

requested 

Handicap Parking Spaces: 1 1 none 

Bicycle Parking Spaces - Class 1 1.25 (Class 1) and 19 (Class 1) and 
none I Class 2: 0.2 (Class 2) per unit 3 (Class 2) min. 

Amenity Space - Indoor: Min. 70 m2 or Cash-in-lieu $15,000 cash-in-lieu none 

Amenity Space - Outdoor: 
Min. 6 m2 x 15 units 

90 m2 min. 
= 90m2 none 

Other: Tree replacement compensation required for removal of bylaw-sized trees. 
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Address: 6471, 6491, and 6511 NO.2 Road 

ATTACHMENTS 

Rezoning Considerations 
Development Applications Division 

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

File No.: RZ 11-586782 

Prior to final adoption of Zoning Amendment Bylaw 8890\ the developer is required to complete the 
following: 
I. Consolidation of all the lots into one development parcel (which will require the demol ition of the existing dwellings) . 

2. Registration of an aircraft noise sensitive use covenant on title. 

3. Registration of a flood indemnily covenant on title. 

4. Registration of fl Public Rights-of-Passage (PROP) statutory rights-ot-way (ROW), andJor other legal agreements or 
measures, as detennined to the satisfaction of the Director of Development:, over the internal drive-aisle in favour of 
future townhouse developments to the north and south. 

5. City acceptance of the developer's offer to voluntarily contribute $0.75 per buildable square foot (e.g. $13,879.00) to 
the City's public art fund. 

6. Contribution of $1 ,000 per dwelling unit (e,g. $15,000) in-lieu of on-site indoor amenity space. 

8. City acceptance of the developer's offer to voluntarily contribute $2.00 per buildable square foot (e.g. $37,010.00) to 
the City's affordable honsing fund. 

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

10 . The submission and processing of a Development Penn [t* completed to a level deemed acceptable by the Director of 
Development. 

Prior to a Development Permit'" being forwarded to the Development Permit Panel for consideration, the 
developer is required to: 
1. Submit a report and recommendations prepared by an appropriate registered professional, which demonstrates that the 

interior noise levels and thermal conditions comply with the City ' s Official Community Plan requirements for 
Aircraft Noise Sensitive Development. The standard required for air conditioning systems and dleir altematives 
(e,g. ground source heat pumps, heat exchangers and acoustic ducting) is the ASI-ffiAE 55-2004 "Thermal 
Environmental Conditions for Human Occupancy" standard and subsequent updates as they may occur. Ma;ximum 
interior noise levels (decibels) within the dwelling units must achieve CMHC standards follows: 

Portions of Dwelling Units Noise Levels (decibels) 

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

Prior to a Development Permit Issuance, the developer must complete the following requirements: 
1. Submission of a Contract entered into between the appl icant and a Certified Arborist for supervision of anyon-site 

works conducted within the tree protection zone of the trees to be retained. The Contract should include the scope of 
work to be undertaken, including: the proposed number of site monjtoring inspections, and a provision for the 
Arborist to submit a post-construction assessment report to the City for review. 

2. Submission of a Tree Survival Security to the City in the amount of $7,500.00 for the three (3) trees to be retained. 
50% of the security will be released at Final Inspection of the Building Permits of the affected site and the remaining 
50% of the security will be released two (2) years after final inspection of the Building Penn its in order to ensure that 
the trees have survived. 
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Prior to Demolition Permit Issuance, the developer must complete the following requirements: 
1. installation of appropriate tree protection fencing around all trees to be retained as part of the development prior to 

any construction activities, including building demolition, occurring on-site . 

Note: Should the applicant wish to begin site preparation work after third reading of the rezoning bylaw, but prior to 
final adoption of the rezoning bylaw, the applicant will be required to obtain a Tree Permit and submit a 
landscape security (i.e . $) 3,000) to ensure the replacement planting will be provided . 

Prior to Building Permit Issuance, the developer must complete the following requirements: 
I. Enter into a Servicing Agreement* for the design and construction of a !lew 1.5m concrete sidewalk installed along 

the entire frontage, on the west property line of No 2 Road, including a 1.38m wide grass and treed boulevard 
(existing sidewalk to be removed). Design to include water, storm & sanitary connections as required . 

2. Submission of a Construction Parking and Traffic Management Plan to the Transportation Division. Management 
Plan shall include location for parking for services, deliveries, workers, loading, application for any lane closures, and 
proper construction traffic controls as per Traffic Control Manual fo1' works on Roadways (by Ministry of 
Transportation) and MMCD Traffic Regulation Section 01570. 

3. Incorporation of accessibility measures in Building Penult (I3P) plans as determined via the Rezoning and/or 
Development Permit processes . 

4. 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 infonnation, contact the Building Approvals 
Division at 604-276-4285 . 

Note: 

* 
• 

This requires a separate application . 

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

All agreements to be registered in rhe Land Title Office shall bave priority over all such liens, cbarges 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 fu I\y 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 pennits, as deemed necessary or advisable by the Director of Development. All agreements shall be in a 
fonn and content satisfactory to the Director of Development. 

[Signed original on file] 

Signed Date 

3499005 
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City of 
Richmond Bylaw 8890 

Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500 
Amendment Bylaw 8890 (RZ 11-586782) 

6471, 6491 1 AND 6511 NO.2 ROAD 

The COl.lllcil of the City of Richmond, in open meeting assembled, enacts as foHows: 

1. The Zoning Map of the City of Riclunond, which accompanies and fo~s part of 
Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500, is amended by repealing the existing zoning designation 
of the following area and by designating it LOW DENSITY TOWNHOUSES (RTL4). 

P.I.D.003-301-222 
Lot 775 Except: Part Subdivided by Plan 65414 Section 12 Block 4 North Range 7 West 
New Westminster District Plan 63264 

P.LD.004-248-287 
North half of the south 133.5 feet Lot 5 Except: Part Subdivided by Plan 65414 Section 
12 Block 4 North Range 7 West New Westminster District Plan 1506 

PJ.D. 002-684-535 
South half of the south 133.5 feet Lot 5 Except: Firstly: Part Subdivided by Plan 63005 
and Secondly: Part Subdivided by Plan 70767; Section 12 Block 4 North Range 7 West 
New Westminster District Plan 1506 

2. 11us Bylaw may be cited as "Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500, Amendment Bylaw 
8890", ' 

FIRST READING 

A PUBLIC HEARING WAS HELD ON 

SECOND READING 

THIRD READING 

DEVELOPlvJENT REQUJREMENTS SATISFIED 

ADOPTED 

MAYOR 

3499097 

/t,PR 2 3 2Dl,! 

CORPORATE OFFICER 

CrrvOF 
RICHMOND 

APPROVED 

J-l 
APPROVED 
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Send a Subrilission Onli ne (response #649) Page 1 of2 

To P.lIb1ic Hearing 
Date: :::r Ll f..L. l SI z..o r-z....-

MayorandCouncillors Item It. Q \ 
-------------------IR.~.l<is-l---S8§.G-
From: 

Sent: 

City of Richmond Website [webgraphics@richmond.ca} 

May 21, 2012 1:35 PM 

To: MayorandCounciliors 

Subject: Send a Submission Online (response #649) 

Categories: 08-4105~20-2011586782 - 6471/6491 /6511 No 2 Rd 

Send a Submission Online (response #649) 

Survey Information 
-.---.-. ...•.... - ... -r----·-----------------·---· 

Site: City Website 

Page Title: Send a Submission Online ---_. --
URL: http://cms.richmond.ca/Page1793.aspx 

.- -
Submission Time/Date: 5/21120121:38:32 PM 

Survey Response 

Your Name: Wendy Leung 

Your Address: 5791 Garrison Rd, Richmond 

Subject Property Address OR 6471 ,6491 ,6511 No 2 Rd (RZ 11-586782) 
Bylaw Number: 

I 
All the residents of 5791 Garrison Rd 
OPPOSE the proposed rezoning application 
to change from single detached houses to 15 

I townhouse units. This is due to the following , 
reasons: 1) Increase traffic flow of No 2 Rd. At 
the moment, traffic jam occurs from Granville 
Ave up to Walton at No 2 Rd during rush 
hours. 2) Allow more residents in the , 
concerned area will affect the qualify of life of : our neighbourhood due to noises. We no , , longer be able to enjoy the quietness, which is 

Comments: I 

, 

0'< RICHMQ very important to us. 3) Our Community 

I Resources, such as Thompson Community ...... J... DATE ~ 

I Centre and elementary and high school are (J 
designed for a neighbourhood of mostly single 

I homes. Resources distributed is based on a , designed density 0.1 people. If, more residents 

I are coming to share the same resources . This 

I 
will create problem of scarcity, and more 
competition on resources. Again, the 

I deselVed quality of life that the residents will 
be devastated. 4) Rezoning will drive down 

i the property value of the neighbourhood, 
I especially to the single house owners 01) , 

05122/201 2 

I 

\<IA~ 1110\1 
\ 
\ 

t) 
CJ:J):: RECEIVED r/<"" · 

CLERK'S 0 

) 
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Send a Submission Online (response #649) 

OS/22120 12 

Garrison Court, whose backyard is facing the 
rezoning area. Instead of having a quiet and 
nice view of seeing neighbours' 
garden/backyard . Their view wil l soon be 
buildings without a view. Th is is not fair to all 
home owners in the neighbourhood . Based 
on the above reasons, we hope the City of 
Richmond can re-evaluate this rezoning 
application and make a DECLINE decision on 
this application. Thank you. 

Page 2 of 2 
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Send a Submission Online (response #645) Page lof2 

To Public Hearing 
Oat.: 0-......... I~ , "'IV MayorandCounciliors , 
item-l' 

From : City of Richmond Website [webgraphics@richmond.ca] AI: ez;; l.a...l ~~ ~ 
I 

Sent: May 14, 2012 10:56 PM 

To: MayorandCounciliors 

Subject: Send a Submission Online (response #645) 

Categories: 12-6060-20-6690 - RZ 11-566762 - 6511 No 2 Rd 

Send a Submission Online (response #645) 

Survey Information 

~ Silo: City Website ----_._._---_._- --- -- ---
Page Title: Send a Submission Online 

URL: http://cms.richmond.calPage1793.aspx 
- - - - - -

Submission Time/Oate: 5/141201211:01:32 PM 

Survey Response 

Your Name:    

Your Address:  

Subject Property Address OR 8890 (RZ 11-586782) 
Bylaw Number: 
-

! 

I , 
I 
I 

Comments: 

05/30/2012 

Dear Mr. Weber, We would like to thank you 
for giving us an opportunity to raise our 
concerns about the upcoming development 
that will be happening next to our house. We 
live on 6531 which is right next to 6511 on No. 
2 Road. My wife and I have two small kids 
and my elderly parents are living with us as 
well . We are quite concern about the loss of 
privacy and the amount of commotion and the 
level of noise that will be created during the 
constructions and also after that. As a result, 
we are seriously considering selling our 
property to escape all that. We feel like we 
are, somehow, being forced to sell out 
because we were, initially, planning to live in 
this neighbourhood for a few more years until 
our kids are done with their primary schooling. 
In light of the recent developments, we were 
hoping that maybe City Hall has some kind of 
provisions in place for times like this for home 
owners who see themselves trapped and 
helpless. As I mentioned, at this point, we are 
quite open to the idea of selling. If City Hall 
can arrange a sell or buy our property at MAY 1 5 Z01Z 
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Send a Submission Online (response #645) 

l __ _ 

05/3 0/2012 

market price from us, it would be a big relief. 
Another idea is that maybe the developer 
would be interested in purchasing our house 
and adding the lot to the other three. Is it 
possible for City Hall to discuss that idea with 
the developer, perhaps?! We really would 
appreciate your help and advice on this issue 
that has become increasingly quite stressful 
to us and our family . Thank you,  

 
-'--"-------' 

Page 2 of2 
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To: 

From: 

City of 
Richmond 

Planning Committee 

Brian J. Jackson, MC1P 
Acting General Manager, Planning and 
Development 

Report to Committee 
Fast Track Application 

Date: 

File: 

April 11 ,2012 

RZ 12-600991 

Re: Application by Xi Chen (Chen Design Studio) for Rezoning at 6471 Blundell 
Road from Single Detached (RS1/E) to Coach Houses (RCH) 

Staff Recommendation 

That Bylaw No . 8893, for the rezoning of 6471 Blundell Road from "Single Detached (RS lIE)" 
to "Coach I-louses (RCH)", be introduced and given first reading. 

~JJUi~) 
Jr~~ ·~~~~son) MCIP 
Acting General Manager, Planning and Development 

BJ:el 
Att. 

ROUTED To: 
';"!. 

Affordable Housing 

3504576 

FOR ORIGINATING DEPARTMENT USE ONLY 

CONCURRENCE 

y·JNO 
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April 11,2012 

Item 
Applicant 
Location 
Development Data Sheet 

Zoning 

OCP Designation 

Area Plan Designation 

Lot Size Policy 

Other Designations 

Affordable Housing 
Strategy Response 

Surrounding 
Development 

Rezoning Considerations 

Staff Comments 

Tree Preservation 

- 2 -

Staff Report 

Details 
Xi Chen (Chen Design Studio) 
6471 BlundeU Road See Attachment 1 
See Attachment 2 
Existing: Single Detached (RS1/E) 

RZ 12-60099\ 
Fast Track Application 

Proposed: Coach Houses (RCH) See Attachment 3 
Generalized Land Use Map - Complies lilY ON 
Neighbourhood Residential 
N/A Complies 0Y ON 

Policy 5408 - permits Compact Single 
Detached or Coach House lots Complies 0Y ON 
See Attachment 4 
Lane Establishment and Arterial Road 
Redevelopment Policy - permits Compact Complies IiI YON 
Single Detached or Coach House lots with 
lane access 

Two (2) coach house units Complies 0' Y ON 

North: Single Detached (RS1/E) 
South: Across Blundell Road, Blundell Elementary School 
East Non-conforming Single Detached (RS1/E) - 13.5m wide 
West: Six (6) recently created Coach House (RCH) Lots 
See Attachment 5 

A Tree Survey and a Certified Arborist's report were submitted in support of the application; six 
(6) on-site trees and seven (7) off-site trees were identified and assessed. The City's Tree 
Preservation Coordinator reviewed the Arborist ' s Report and concurs with the Arborist's 
recommendations to remove six (6) bylaw-sized trees on site due to poor condition and conflict 
with lane construction (Attachment 6). Based on the 2: 1 tree replacement ratio goal stated in 
the Official Community Plan (OCP), 12 replacement trees arc required. 

Due to the configurations of the future lots and building footprints, it is expected that only 
eight (8) replacement trees can be planted on site. The applicant has agreed to provide a 
voluntary contribution of $2,000 to the City's Tree Compensation Fund in-lieu of planting the 
remaining four (4) replacement trees. 

In order to ensure that the proposed replacement trees will be planted and that the front yards of 
the future lots will be enhanced, a Landscape Plan, prepared by a registered landscape architect, 
and a landscaping security, based on 100% of the cost estimates provided by the landscape 
architect, must be submitted prior to final adoption of the rezoning bylaw. 

)504576 PH - 248



April 11, 2012 - 3 - RZ 12-600991 
Fast Track Application 

Seven (7) trees located on the neighbouring property to the north and east are identified to be 
retained and protected. Tree protection fencing is proposed on site (see Tree Retention Plan in 
Attachment 7). As a condition to rezoning, the applicant is required to submit a proof of 
contract with a Certified Arborist to monitor all works to be done near or within all tree 
protection zones. 

Site Servicing/Subdivision 

No servicing concerns. As a condition of rezonjng, the developer is required to dedicate a 6 m 
lane along the entire north property line of the site for proposed lane extension. 

Prior to Approval of the Subdivision, the developer is required to enter into a standard Servicing 
Agreement for the design & construction of a lane along the entire north property line of the site 
(see Attachment 5 for details). 

The developer will also be requiTed to pay DeC's (City & GVS&DD), School Site Acquisition 
Charge, and Address assignment Fee at future Subdivision stage. 

Vehicle Access 

Direct verucular access from the subject site to Blundell Road will not be permitted in 
accordance with Residential Lot 01 ehicular) Access Regulation (Bylaw No . 7222). Vehicle 
access is to be from the proposed rear lane only. Removal of the existing dTi veway letdowns to 
the site along Blundell Road and reinstatement of the sidewalk wiLl be addressed as part 0 f the 
Servicing Agreement application. 

Conclusion 

This rezoning application is to permit subdivision of an existing large lot into two (2) smaller 
lots. This rezoning application complies with all applicable land use designations and policies 
contained within the Official Community Plan (OCP). The applicant has agreed to the list of 
rezoning conditions included in Attachment 5. On this basis, staff recommends support of the 
application 

- .,? .--::::::-_ .. ' 

c... ~~ -----= 
-.=,..,.,..~.~ .... -.---.-.---

Edwin Lee 
Planner 1 
(4121) 

ELrg 

Attachment 1: Location Map 
Attaclunent 2: Development Application Data Sheet 
Attachment 3: Proposed Subdivision Plan 
Attachment 4: Lot Size Policy No. 5408 
Attachment 5: Rezoning Considerations 
Attachment 6: Arborist Report Review 
Attachment 7: Tree Retention Plan 
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City of 
Richmond 

Development Application Data Sheet 
Fast Track Application 

Development Applications Division 

RZ 12-600991 Attachment 2 

Address: 6471 Blundell Road 

Applicant: Xi Chen (Chen Design Studio) 

Date Received: February 14, 2012 Fast Track Compliance: March 20,2012 

EXisting Proposed 

Owner 
John-Wayne Yao, 

To be determined Wen Su, Pat Yun Erwing Yao 

Site Size (m 2
) 941 m2 (10,129 ft2) 409.5 m2 (4408 tr) each 

two (2) single-family residential 
Land Uses One (1) single-family residential dwellings with one (1) coach 

house per lot 

Zoning Single Detached (RS 1/E) Coach Houses (RCH) 

Number of Units One (1) Four (4) 

Floor Area Ratio: Max. 0.60 0.60 Max. none permitted 

lot Coverage - Building: Max. 45% 45% Max. none 

Lot Coverage - Buildings, Max. 70% 70% Max. none 
structures and n us 

Lot Coverage - Landscaping Min. 20% 20% Min. none 

Setback - . 6mMin. 6mMin . none 
Front & Rear Yards 

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

Height (m): 2.5 storeys 2.5 storeys none 

Lot Size (min. dimensions): 270 m2 409.5 m2 none 

Lot Width Min.9m 10.31 m none 

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

I 
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Be LAND SURVEYORS 
PROPOSED SUBDIVISION AND 
TOPOGRAPHICAL SURVEY PLAN OF 
THE EAST HALF LOT 2 EXCEPT: 
PART SUBDIVIDED BY PLAN 43029, 
SECTION 18 BLOCK 4 
NORTH RANGE 6 WEST 
NWD PLAN 13379 
PID : 003-497-226 

gVlc ADDRESS : 

6471 - BLUNDELL ROAD 
RICHMOND, B, C, 

ELEVA nON DERIVA nON 

CLEVA TlONS AI'{~ C£ODC71C D[RIVf1) FROM 
THE: cm' OF RICHMOND CONTROl.. MONUMCNT 
No. 7lH462J (ffPN,' lOZ) a..~VA TlON·~I. 452m 
DATUM NADBJ (CSRS) 2005 

Lol dim""s/OI>s and a/earon""" aecord"'9 10 
F/e1d S~r""y. 

Thl$ pIon does not show nQn-p/cm 
char-90s. "ens or In I eres t 6. 

Thf:; plarr woos prtlf'",.tJri for Insp"-Ilon purp03e~ and /s 
for Iho e)(cr~si"" use 01 a~r cflen I, The slgn%ry 
aceepl. no r.,pWlsibRlly or liaORlly IQr any damGge$ 
/hal moy ba suffered by a lhird parly as a resui/ of 
any declsJon:J. mode or ocUons ta/;M bosod Qf1 Ihls 
document. mi. clocvmonls shows Iho roro~'ve loca/Ion 
of the StI(lIs~d stroC'tures and feOCrJrQ$ '14'/(11 respect tQ 
the bfXJnrior/es or lhe. por(;'fl df¥$cdbttd abOile. mi.s 
document !fhQ/f l'Iot ho USN t" dt"ln~ p,opcrry Jlne$ CJI" 

property CQrn6f"S. All ri",,/$ rcsorWJri. Na peNOIl moy 
copy. r.prowee, tronsm;1 or oIter 1Io/.s riaO<lmeM in 
}ffhor. or In pare wl/hout rhe cOllseM of /hQ slgna/ory. 

THrs TOPOGRAPHICAL SURVEY HAS 8ffN PRePAfltD 
IN ACCORDANCC 1\1711 me MANUAL OF SrANDARO PRACTICE: 
AND IS CamneD CORReCr mrs nih OrlY OF JANIJAI<Y. 2012. 
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a~ City of Richmond 

Page 1 of 2 

File Ref: 4045-00 

Policy 5408: 

Adopted by Council: April 10, 1989 

Amended by Council: January 15, 2001* 

Amended b Council: Ma 15,2006 * 

A IT ACHMENT 4 

Policy Manual 

Policy 5408 

I ' 

The following policy es~ablishes lot sizes in Section 18-4-6 located in the area generally bounded 
by Comstock Road, Blundell Road, Gilbert Road and No.2 Road as shown on the attached 
map: 

1. All properties shall meet the requirements of Single-Family Housing District, 
Subdivision Area E (Rl/E) as per the Zoning and Development Bylaw 5300, with the 
following exceptions: 

-' 
(a) properties with frontage on Gilbert Road and Blundell Road may be allowed to be 

subdivided as per Single-Family Housing District. (RI-O.6) or Coach House 
District (R/9) provided accesses are to be a constructed lane and not to these 
arterial roads. 

2. TIlis policy is to be used in determining the disposi tion of future rezoning applications in 
this area for a period of not less than ,five years, except as per the amending procedures in 
the Zoning and Development Bylaw 5300. ' 

3. Multiple-family residential development shall not be pennitted . 

• Original Adoption Date in Effect 
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City of 
Richmond 

ATIACHMENT 5 

Rezoning Considerations 
Development Applications Division 

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

Address: 6471 Blundell Road File No.: RZ 12-600991 

Prior to final adoption of Zoning Amendment Bylaw 8893, the developer is required to 
complete the following: 
1. 6m lane dedication along the entire north property line. 

2. Submission of a Landscape Plan, prepared by a Registered Landscape Architect, to the satisfaction of 
the Director of Development, and deposit ofa Landscaping Security based on [00% of the cost estimate 
provided by the Landscape Architect, including installation costs. The Landscape Plan should: 
• comply with the guidelines of the OCP's Lane Establishment and Arterial Road Redevelopment 

Policies and sbould not include hedges along the front property line; 
• include a mix of coniferous and deciduous tTees; 
• include the dimensions of tree protection fencing as illustrated on the Tree Retention Plan attached 

to this report; and 
• include the eight (8) required replacement trees with the following minimum sizes: 

No. of Replacement Trees 

8 

Minimum Caliper of 
Deciduous Tree 

gem 

or 
Minimum Height of 

Coniferous Tree 
5m 

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

3. City acceptance of the developer's offer to voluntarily contribute $2,000 to the City's Tree 
Compensation Fund for the planting of four (4) replacement trees within the City. 

4. Submission of a Contract entered into between the applicant and a Certified Arborist for supervision of 
anyon-site works conducted within tbe tree protection zone of the trees to be retained ou the 
neighbouring properties to the north and east. The Contract should include the scope of work to be 
undertaken, including: the proposed number of site monitoring inspections, and a provision for the 
Arborist to submit a post-construction assessment report to the City for review. 

5. Registration of a flood indemnity covenant on title. 

Prior to Approval of Subdivision, the developer is required to: 
I. Enter into a Servicing Agreement* for the design and construction of a lane along the entire north 

property line. Works include, but may not be limited to, stonn sewer, sandJgravel base, roll curb & 
gutter (both sides), asphalt pavement, and lane lighting. Design to include water, storm & sanitary 
connections for both lots, and the removal of the existing driveway crossing on Blundell Road. 

2. Pay Dec's (City & GVS&DD), School site acquisition charge, and Address assignment fee. 

Note: 

* 
• 

This requires a separate application. 

Where the Director of Development deems appropriate, the preceding agreements are to be drawn not only as 
personal covenants of the property owner but also as covenants pursuant to Section 219 of the Land Title Act. 
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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 Tjlle Office shall, unless the Director of Development determ ioes 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 penn its, 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. 

[Signed original on file] 

Signed Date 
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ATTACHMENT 6 

Arborist Report review - G. Jaggs 

6471 Blundell Rd RZ 12-600991 Mar 29, 2012 

Art: Edwin Lee 
cc: Cooor Sheridan 

I have reviewed the Arborist report dated February 22, 2012 and provide the following 
commentary: 

Tree Inventory Summary 

4 tTees located on site 
2 trees located in the lane ROW 
7 trees located on neighbouring property 

Staff commentary 

4 trees (tag# 258, 259, 260 and 263) located on site are a1l in poor condition - either dead, dying 
(sparse canopy foliage) or have been previously topped or exhibit structural defects such as 
cavities at the main branch union. As a result, these trees are not good candidates for retention 
and should be replaced. 

2 trees (tag# 261 and 262) located in the lane ROW have been previously topped, exhibit co
dominant stems with inclusions and sparse canopy foliage indicative of decline. These two trees 
will also be in conflict with new lane construction. As a result, these trees are not good 
candidates for retention and should be replaced. 

7 trees located on neighbouring property are to be protected as per the Arborist report 
recommendations and as per City of Richmond Tree Protection Infom1ation Bulletin Tree-03. 

Replacement trees should be specified at 2: 1 ratio as per the O.C.P. 

Summary 
4 trees (tag# 258, 259, 260 and 263) located on site to be removed and replaced. 
2 trees (tag# 261 and 262) located in the lane ROW to be removed and replaced. 
7 trees located on neighbouring property are to be protected. 
Replacement trees should be specified at 2: 1 ratio as per the O.C.P. 

3500545 PH - 258
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City of 
Richmond 

Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500 
Amendment Bylaw 8893 (RZ 12-600991) 

6471 BLUNDELL ROAD 

Bylaw 8893 

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 fOlms part of 
Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500, is amended by repealing the existing zoning designation 
of the following area and by designating it COACH HOUSES (RCH). 

P.I.D.003-491-226 
East half Lot 2 Except: Part subdivided by Plan 43029, Section 18 Block 4 North Range 
6 West New Weslminster District Plan 13379 

2. This Bylaw may be cited as "Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500, Amendment Bylaw 
88931) . 

FIRST READING 

A PUBLIC HEARING W AS HELD ON 

SECOND READING 

TIllRD READING 

OTHER REQUIREMENTS SATISFIED 

ADOPTED 

MAYOR 

;)507376 

MAY 1 It 2012 

CORPORATE OFFICER 

\, 

CITY OF 
i'tlCHMOND 

APPROVED 

it 
APPROVED 
by 01,0010' 
or Solicitor 
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To: 

From: 

City of 
Richmond 

Planning Committee 

Brian J. Jackson, MCIP 

Report to Committee 
Planning and Development Department 

Date: April 11,2012 

Acting General Manager of Development 
File: RZ 10-522194 

Re: Application by Khalid Hasan for Rezoning at 11340 Williams Road from Single 
Detached (RS1/E) to Compact Single Detached (RC2) 

Staff Recommendation 

That Bylaw No. 8895, for the rezoning of 11340 Williams Road from "Single Detached 
(RS liE)" to "Compact Single Detached (RC2)", be introduced and given fIrst reading. 

Brian J. kson, MelP 
Acting General Manager ofDevelopOlent 

BJJ:el 
Art. 

ROUTED To: 

Affordable Housing 

350&)96 

FOR ORIGINATING DEPARTMENT USE ONLY AC1f1V0 

CONCURRENCE 
t 

yMND 
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April 11,2012 - 2 - RZ 10-522194 

Staff Report 

Origin 

Khalid Hasan has applied to the City of Richmond for permission to rezone 11340 Williams 
Road (Attachment 1) from Single Detached (RSllE) to Compact Single Detached (RC2) in 
order to permit the property to be subdivided into two (2) single family lots with vehicle access 
from an existing rear lane (Attachment 2). 

Findings of Fact 

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

Surrounding Development 

The subject property is located on the south side of Williams Road, between Shell Road and 
Seacote Road, in an established residential neighbourhood consisting of a mix of older single 
detached dwellings on larger lots and new single detached dwellings on compact lots. 

Related Policies & Studies 

Lot Size Policy 5434 

The subject property is located within the Single-Family Lot Size Policy No. 5434 (adopted by 
Council February 19, I 990/amended October 16, 2006) (Attachment 4). This Policy permits 
development of compact lots (minimum 9 m or 29.5 ft. wide) along Williams Road, providing no 
direct accesses are created to the arterial roads. The current proposal would create two (2) lots; 
each approximately 10.06 m wide, with vehicle access from an existing rear Jane, which is in 
conformance with the policy. 

Lane Establishment and Arterial Road Redevelopment Policy 

The subject application is consistent with the City's Lane Establishment and Arterial Road 
Redevelopment Policy, which encourages compact single-family development with lane access 
along arterial roads. 

Affordable Housing 

The Richmond Affordable Housing Strategy requires a suite on at least 50% of new lots, or a 
cash-in-Iieu contribution of $1.00 per square foot of total building area toward the Affordable 
Housing Reserve Fund for single-family rezoning applications. 

The applicant is proposing to provide a legal secondary suite on at least one (1) of the twa (2) 
future lots at the subject site. To ensure that the secondary suites are built to the satisfaction of 
the City in accordance with the Strategy, the applicant is required to enter into a legal agreement 
registered on Title, stating that no final Building Permit inspection is to be granted until the 
secondary suites are constructed to the satisfaction ofthe City, in accordance with the 
BC Building Code and the City's Zoning Bylaw. This. legal agreement is a condition of 
rezonmg. This agreement will be discharged from Title on the one (I) lot where a secondary 
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April 11,2012 - 3 - RZ 10-522194 

suite is not required by the Affordable Housing Strategy after the requirements are satisfied, at 
the initiation of the applicant. 

Should the applicants change their mind about the affordable housing option selected, a 
voluntary contribution to the City's Affordable Housing Reserve Fund in-lieu of providing the 
secondary suite will be accepted. In this case, the voluntary contribution would be required to be 
submitted prior to final adoption of the rezoning bylaw, and would be based on $1.00 per square 
foot oftota! building area of the single detached developments (i.e. $4,353). 

Floodplain Management Implementation Strategy 

The applicant is required to comply with the Flood Plain Designation and Protection Bylaw 
(No. 8204) . In accordance with the Flood Management Strategy, a Flood Indemnity Restrictive 
Covenant specifying the minimum flood construction level is required prior to rezoning bylaw 
adoption. 

Public Input 

There have been no concerns expressed by the public about the development proposal in 
response to the placement of the rezoning sign on the property. 

Staff Comments 

Tree Preservation 

A Tree Survey and a Certified Arborist's report were submitted in support of the application; six 
(6) trees were identified and assessed: 

• two (2) bylaw-sized trees on the subject property; 

• one (l) bylaw-sized tree on the adjacent property to the west (11320 Williams Road); and 

• three (3) street trees on city's property along the site frontage. 

The City'S Tree Preservation Coordinator reviewed the Arborist's Report and concurs with the 
Arborist's recommendations to remove all bylaw-sized trees on the subject site: 

• a 20 cm caliper Cherry tree on-site is recommended for removal due to its existing poor 
condi ti on (as a result of previous topping); and 

• a 28 cm caliper Cherry tree on-site is recommended for removal due to its existing poor 
condition (as a result of previous topping) and the conflict with new constmction. Since 
this tree is located on the west property line, a written permission from the adjacent 
property owner to the west (at 11320 Williams Road) to remove the tree has been 
obtained. 

Based on the 2: 1 tree replacement ratio goal stated in the Official Community Plan (OCP) and 
the size requirements for replacement tree in the Tree Protection Bylaw No. 8057, four (4) 
replacement trees each at 6 cm calliper or 3.5 m in height are required. 

ill order to ensure that the proposed replacement trees will be planted and that the front yards of 
the future lots will be enhanced, a Landscape Plan, prepared by a registered landscape architect, 
and a landscaping security, based on 100% of the cost estimates provided by the landscape 
architect, must be submitted prior to final adoption of the rezoning bylaw. The landscape plan 
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Aprilll,2012 - 4 - RZ 10-522194 

should comply with the guidelines of the Official Community Plan's Arterial Road 
Redevelopment Policy and include four (4) replacement trees (a mix of coniferous and 
deciduous). If replacement trees cannot be accommodated on-site, cash-in-lieu ($SOO/tree) for 
off-site planting would be required . 

The applicant is also proposing to remove a bylaw-sized Babyioo Willow tree located on the 
neighbouring property to the west (at 11320 Williams Road) due to its conflict with new 
construction. The City's Tree Preservation Coordinator agrees with the Arborist that this tTee is 
in very poor condition (old topping wounds have fonned large decay pockets that are prone to 
branch failure) and recommends removal. A consent letter from the property owners of 11320 
Williams Road is on file. A separate Tree Cutting Permit is required prior to Building Permit 
Issuance. 

Tltree (3) street trees located on City property are all in good condition and should be retained. 
Since all three (3) trees are located in a concrete sidewalk, tree protection barriers are not 
required . 

Site Servicing and Vehicle Access 

No Servicing concerns. Vehicular access to the site at future development stage is not permitted 
to or from Williams Road as per Bylaw No. 7222. 

Subdivision 

At future subdivision stage, the developer will be required to pay Development Cost Charges 
(City and GVS&DD), School Site Acquisition Charge, Address Assignment Fee, Servicing costs 
and cash-in~lieu for future lane improvements. 

Analysis 

The rezoning application complies with Lot Size Policy 5434 and the Lane Establishment and 
Arterial Road Redevelopment Policies. This is a single-family residential development on an 
arterial road where an existing municipal lane is fully operational. The future lots will have 
vehicle access to the laneway with no access being permitted onto Williams Road. 

Financial Impact or Economic Impact 

None. 
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April II, 2012 - 5 - RZ 10-522194 

Conclusion 

This rezoning application to permit subdivision of an existing large lot into two (2) compact lots 
complies with all policies and land use designations and is consistent with the direction of 
redevelopment cunently on-going in the surrounding area. On this basis, staff support the 
application. 

-
EL:rg 

Attachment 1: Location Map 
Attaclunent 2: Proposed Subdivision PIau 
Attachment 3; Development Application Data Sheet 
Attaclunent 4: Lot Size Policy 5434 
Attachment 5: Rezoning Considerations Concunence 
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City of 
Richmond 

Development Application Data Sheet 
Development Applications Division 

RZ 10·522194 Attachment 3 

Address: 11340 Williams Road 

Applicant: Khalid Hasan 

Planning Area(s): Shellmont 

Existing Proposed 

Owner: Urban Era Builders & Developers 
No Change Limited. 

Site Size (m 2
): 674 m2 (7,255 ff) 

Two (2) lots - each approximately 
337 m2 (3,627.5 tr) 

Land Uses: One (1) single-family dwelling Two (2) single-family dwellings 

OCP Designation: Generalized Land Use Map - No change 
Neighbourhood Residential 

Area Plan Designation: N/A No change 

Lot Size Policy 5434 permits 

702 Policy Designation: rezoning and subdivision to No change 
Compact Single Detached (RC2) or 
Coach Houses (RCH). 

Zoning: Single-Family Housing District, Compact Single Detached (RC2) 
Subdivision Area E (R1/E) 

Number of Units: 1 2 

Lane Establishment and Arterial 
Road Redevelopment Policies 

Other Designations: permit residential redevelopment No change 
along this arterial (oad due to the 
existing operational rear lane. 

Variance 

Floor Area Ratio: Max. 0.60 0.60 Max. none pelTrlitted 

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

us Max. 70% 70% Max. none 

Lot Coverage - landscaping Min. 20% 20% Min. none 

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

Setback - Rear Yard (m): Min. 1.2 m 1.2 m Min. 

Setback - Side Yards (m~ : Min. 1.2 m 1.2 m Min. none 
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On Future 
I Bylaw Requirement I Proposed I Variance 

Subdivided Lots 

Height (m): 2.5 storeys 2.5 storeys none 

Lot Size (min. dimensions): 270 m2 337 m2 none 

Lot Width Min. 9 m 10.06 m none 

Other: Tree replacement compensation required for removal of Bylaw-sized trees. 
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Page 1 of 2 

File Ref: 

City of Richmond 

Adopted by Council: February 19, 1990 
Amended by Council: November tB, 1991 
Amended by Council: October 16, 2006 

ATTACHMENT 4 

Policy Manual 

POLICY 5434 

SINGLE-FAMILY LOT SIZE POLICY IN QUARTER-SECTION 36-4-6 

POLICY 5434: 

The following policy establishes lot sizes in a portion of Section 36-4-6, within the area bounded 
by Steveston Highway, Shell Road, NO.5 Road, and Williams Road: 

2013902 

1. That properties within the area bounded by Shell Road, Williams Road. No, 5 
Road, and Steveston Highway, in a portion of Section 36-4-6, be permitted to 
subdivide in accordance with the provisions of Single-Family Housing District 
(RilE), with the exception that: 

a) Properties fronting on Williams Road from Shell Road to No. 5 Road, 
properties fronting on Steveston Highway from Seaward Gate to Shelf Road, 
and properties fronting on No.5 Road from Williams Road to approximately 
135 m south of Seacliff Road to rezone and subdivide in accordance with the 
provisions of Single-Family Housing District (R1-0,6) or Coach House District 
(R/9) provided that vehicle accesses are to the existing rear laneway only. 
Multiple-family residential development shall not be permitted in these areas. 

b) Properties fronting on No.5 Road from Steveslon Highway to approximately 
135 m south of Seacliff Road be permitted to subdivide in accordance with the 
provisions of Single-Family Housing District, Subdivision Area B (R1/B) 
provided that vehicle accesses are to the existing rear laneway only. 

2. This policy, as shown on the accompanying plan, is to be used to determine the 
disposition of future rezoning applications in this area, for a period of not less 
than five years, unless changed by the amending procedures contained in the 
Zoning and Development Bylaw. 

PH - 271



Vl/IJ 

[ I I I L __ 

'UiC.6 

STEVESTON HWY 
1-----~------~~\1r---------~--~--~ 

Subdivision permitted as per RIlE (18 m wide lots) 

Subdivision permitted as per RI-O.6 or R(9 
(access to lane only) (No Multiple-family residential development 
is pennitted. 

Subdivision pennitted as per RIIB 

Policy 5434 
Section 36-4-6 

Adoptoo Date: 0211 9Jl 990 

Amended Date: 11/l8/1991 
lOll 612006 

PH - 272



City of 
Richmond 

ATTACHMENT 5 

Rezoning Considerations 
Development Applications Division 

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

Address: 11340 Williams Road File No.: RZ 10-522194 

Prior to final adoption of Zoning Amendment Bylaw 8895, the developer is required to complete the 
following: 

I. Submission of a Landscape Plan, prepared by a Registered Landscape Architect, to the satisfaction of the Director of 
Development, and deposit of a Landscaping Security based on 100% of the cost estimate provided by the Landscape 
Architect, including installation costs. The Landscape Plan should: 
• comply with the guidelines of the OCP's Lane Establishment and Arterial Road Redevelopment Policies and 

should not include hedges along the front property line; 
• include a mix of coniferous and deciduous trees; 
• include the dimensions of tree protection fencing as illustrated on the Tree Retention Plan attached to this report; 

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

No. of Replacement Trees Minimum Caliper of Deciduous Tree 
,-------~~~~--~--~~--, 

or Minimum Height of Coniferous Tree 

4 6cm 3.5m 

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

2. Registration of a flood indemnity covenant on title. 

3. 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 (I) of the 1:\\'0 (2) future lots, to the satisfaction of the City in accordance with 
the BC Building Code and the City's Zoning Bylaw. 

Note: Should the applicant change their mind about the Affordable Housing option selected prior to final adoption of 
the Rezoning Bylaw, the City will accept a voluntary contribution of$1.00 per buildable square foot of the single
family developments (i.e. $4,353) to the City's Affordable Housing Reserve Fund in-lieu of registering the legal 
agreement on Title to secure a secondary suite. 

Prior to Approval of Subdivision, the developer is required to: 
I. Pay Development Cost Charges (City & GVS&DD), School site acquisition charge, Address assignment fee, 

Servicing costs, and cash-in-lieu for future lane improvements. 

Note: 

'" 
• 

This requires a separate application. 

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

AI! 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, un less the 
Director of Development determines otherwise, be fully registered in tile Land Title Office prior to enactment of the appropriate 
bylaw. 

The preceding agreements shall provide security to the City iIlcluding indemnities, warranties, equltableJrent charges, letters of 
credit and withholding permits, as deemed necessary or advisable by the Director ofDevelopmenl. All agreements shall be in a 
form and content satisfuctory to the Director of Development. 

[S igned original on file J 

Signed Date 

3508396 
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City of 
Richmond Bylaw 8895 

Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500 
Amendment Bylaw 8895 (RZ 10-522194) 

11340 WILLIAMS ROAD 

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

P .LD. 004-255-275 
Lot 39 Section 36 Block 4 North Range 6 West New Westminster District Plan 25908 

2. This Bylaw may be cited as "Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500, Amendment Bylaw 
8895". 

FIRST READ1NG 

A PUBLIC HEARING WAS HELD ON 

SECOND READING 

TI-IIRD READlN G 

OTHER REQUIREMENTS SATISFIED 

ADOPTED 

MAYOR 

3509152 

MAY 1 4 2012 

CORPORATE OFFICER 

CITY OF 
RICHMOND 

APPROVED 
by 

;;[ 
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To: 

City of 
Richmond 

Planning Committee 

Report to Committee 
Planning and Development Department 

Date: April 24, 2012 

From: Brian J. Jackson, MCIP 
Director of Development 

File: RZ 11-596457 

Re: Application by Avion Homes Ltd. for Rezoning at 7431 Francis Road from 
Assembly (ASY) to Single Detached (RS2IE) 

Staff Recommendation 

1. That Official Community Plan Amendment Bylaw No. 8900, to redesignate 
7431 Francis Road: 

a. from "Community Institutional" to ''Neighbourhood Residential" in Attachment 1 to 
Schedule I of Official Community Plan Bylaw No. 7100 (Generalized Land Use Map); 
and 

b. from "Community Institutional" to "Low-Density Residential" in Attachment 2 to 
Schedule 1 of Official Community Plan Bylaw No. 7100 (Specific Land Use Map); 

be introduced and given first reading; 

2. That Bylaw No. 8900, having been considered in conjunction with: 

• the City ' s Financial Plan and Capital Program; and 
• the Greater Vancouver Regional District Solid Waste and Liquid Waste Management 

Plans; 

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

3. That Bylaw No. 8900, having been considered in accordance with OCP Bylaw Preparation 
Consultation Policy 5043, is hereby deemed not to require further consultation; and 

4. That Bylaw No. 8901, for the rezoning of7431 Francis Road from "Assembly (ASY)" to 
"Single Detached (RS2/E)", be introduced and given fIrst reading. 

Brian . Jackson, MCIP 
Director of Development 

EL:blg 
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FOR ORIGINATING DEPARTMENT USE ONLY 

ROUTED To: CONCURRENCE CONCURRENCE OF ACTING GENERAL 

Y ILI~' 0 
M/;;,GER 

Affordable Housing itfiJtjJ)j£)r/ Policy Planning YIVND 
f/f/ 

3518170 PH - 278



April 24, 2012 - 3 - RZ 11-596457 

Staff Report 

Origin 

Avion Homes Ltd. has applied to the City of Richmond for pennission to rezone 
7431 Francis Road (Attachment 1) from Assembly (ASY) to Single Detached (RS21E) in order 
to construct a single-family dwelling. 

Findings of Fact 

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

Surrounding Development 

The subject site contained a small house with parking area at the back of the site, and was used 
by a church group. The site is located within an established residential neighbourhood 
consisting predominantly of single-family dwellings. Other land uses also exist further east in 
the neighbourhood (i .e. townhouses, apartments). 

To the north: Existing single-family dwellings on lots zoned Single Detached (RS lIE); 

To the east: Existing single-family dwellings on lots zoned Single Detached (RS lIE) with 
rezoning and subdivision potential (to RS2/C) under Lot Size Policy 5449; 

To the south: Across Francis Road, single-family dwellings on lots zoned Single Detached 
(RS lIB) fronting Francis Road and single-family dwellings on lots zoned Single 
Detached (RS 1/ A) fronting Danyluk Court; and 

To the west: A vacant lot and an existing single-family dwelling on lots zoned Single Detached 
(RS1/E); and then newer single-family dweHings on lots zoned Single Detached 
(RSlIC). 

Related Policies & Studies 

Official Community Plan (OCP) 

Both the Generalized Land Use Map and the Specific Land Use Map contained in the OCP 
designates 7431 Francis Road as Community Institutional. An OCP amendment is proposed for 
7431 Francis Road in order to redesignate this site as Neighbourhood Residential in the 
Generalized Land Use Map and as Low-Density Residential in the Specific Land Use Map. 

Lot Size Policy 5449 

The subject site is located within the area covered by Lot Size Policy 5449 (adopted by Council 
February 17,1992) (Attachment 3). This Policy permits rezoning and subdivision oflots on the 
north side of Francis Road in accordance with Single Detached (RS2/C) (minimum 13.5 m wide 
and 360 m2 in lot area). 

This redevelopment proposal is seeking to rezone the subject site to another sub~category ("E" 
instead. of "C") under the Single Detached (RS) zone in which a wider lot width (18 .0 m) and 
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larger lot area (550 m2
) are required. The subject application is being brought forward for 

consideration based on its 0\VJ1 merits; a discussion is being provided under the "Analysis" 
section of this report. 

Affordable Housing 

The Richmond Affordable Housing Strategy requires a secondary suite to be contained in the 
future dwelling on-site or a cash-in-lieu contribution of$1.00 per square foot of tot a] building 
area toward the Affordable Housing Reserve FW1d for this single-family rezoning application. 

The applicant is proposing to provide a legal secondary suite on the subject site. To ensure that 
the secondary suite is built to the satisfaction of the City in accordance with the Strategy, the 
applicant is required to enter into a legal agreement registered on Title, stating that no final 
Building Permit inspection is to 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. 
This legal agreement is a condition of rezoning. 

Should the applicants change their mind about the affordable housing option selected, a 
voluntary contribution to the City's Affordable Housing Reserve Fund in-lieu of providing the 
secondary suite will be accepted prior to final adoption of the rezoning bylaw. In this case, the 
voluntary contribution would be based on $1.00 per square foot of total building area of the 
single detached development (i.e. $3,950). 

Floodplain Management ImplementatIon Strategy 

The applicant is required to comply with the Flood Plain Designation and Protection Bylaw 
(No. 8204). In accordance with the Flood Management Strategy, a Flood Indemnity Restrictive 
Covenant specifying the minimum flood construction level is required prior to rezonmg bylaw 
adoption. 

Cons u ltation 

School District 

This application was not refened to School District No. 38 (Richmond) because it does not have 
the potential to generate 50 or more school aged children. According to OCP Bylaw Preparation 
Consultation Policy 5043, which was adopted by Council and agreed to by the School District, 
residential developments which generate less than 50 school aged children do not need to be 
referred to the School District (e.g., typically around 295 multiple-family housing units). This 
application only involves one (1) single-family dwelling unit. 

Public Input 

There have been no concems expressed by the public about the development proposal in 
response to the placement of the rezoning sign on the property. 
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Staff Comments 

Tree Retention and Replacement 

A Tree Survey and a Certified Arborist's Report were submitted in support of the application. 
Four (4) bylaw-sized trees on site were Identified and assessed: 

• A 28 em cal Douglas Fir tree and a 38 em cal Douglas Fir tree at the back of the site are 
both in good condition and should be retained as per Arbol'ist Rep0l1 recommendations. 
Tree protection for the 28 cm cal Douglas Fir tree should be specified 4 m from the base 
of the tree, whereas tree protection for 38 cm cal Douglas Fir tree should be specified at 
5 m out from the base of the tree. 

• A multi-branched Cedar tree has been previously topped at 5 m; as a result, this tree is 
not a candidate for long-term retention and should be removed and replaced. This tree 
also falls within the proposed building envelope. 

• A dead Douglas Fir tree located at the northwest comer of the site shouid be removed and 
replaced. 

Based on the 2: I tree replacement ratio goal stated in the Official Community Plan (OCP), 
four (4) replacement trees are required for the removal of two (2) bylaw-sized trees on site. 
Based on the size requirements for replacement trees in the Tree Protection Bylaw No. 8057, 
replacement trees with the following minimum calliper sizes are required: 

# Trees Dbh # trees to be Min. calliper of Min. height of 
Removed' replaced deciduous tree or coniferous tree 

1 20-30 cm 2 6cm 3.5 m 
1 60cm+ 2 11 em 6.0m 

In order to ensure that the proposed replacement trees will be planted and that the front yard of 
the lot will be enhanced, a Landscape Plan, prepared by a registered landscape architect, and a 
landscaping security, based on 100% of the cost estimates provided by the landscape architect, 
must be submitted prior to final adoption of the rezoning bylaw. The landscape plan should 
comply with the guidelines of the Official Community Plan's Arterial Road Redevelopment 
Policy and include a landscape area in the front yard as well as four (4) replacement trees (a mix 
of coniferous and deciduous). If replacement trees cannot be accommodated on-site, cash-in-lieu 
($500/tree) for off-site planting would be required. 

Site Servicing and Vehicle Access 

No servicing concerns. 

A Covenant is required to ensure that the driveway is designed and constmcted to permit a 
vehicle to turn around on site, in order to avoid backing in or out of the property. 
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Analysis 

OCP Amendments 

On May 24, 2011, Counci 1 passed a resolution to consider redesignation of assembly lands from 
Community Institutional to other OCP designations based on the merits of the application, 
without the need to retain assembly uses. Staff are to ensure that the proposals are in compliance 
with other City's Policies and Strategies (i.e. Lot Size Policy, Affordable Housing, Flood 
Management, etc.), and that typical development elements (i.e., access, parking, layout, tree 
protection, etc .) are reviewed and evaluated. 

The subject site is located within a predominantly single-family neighbourhood. While the site is 
larger than the typical single-family family lots in Richmond, it is considered small for assembly 
use. Church groups have considered redeveloping the site for assembly use but they have 
encountered serious challenges in site design. Significant reductions in building setbacks and 
parking spaces are required to facilitate any institutional development on this site. 

Surrounded by existing large lot single-family developments, the proposed low-density 
residential land use is appropriate. Redesignation of the subject site to residential use would also 
contribute to the affordable housing stock in the City as the future home will contain a secondary 
suite. 

Single Detached (RS21E) 

While Lot Size Policy 5449 permits the subject site to be rezoned and subdivided as per Single 
Detached (RS2/C), the applicant is seeking to rezone the subject site to Single Detached (RS2IE), 
a sub-zone of Single Detached (RS) which requires a wider lot width, as well as a larger 
minimum lot area, than what is required under the RS2/C zone. Under both RS2/C and RS21E 
zones, there is no subdi vision potential for the subject site. The max.imum density permitted 
under the two (2) sub-zones is also tdentical. The only differences between the RS2/C and 
RS2IE zones are the provisions related to Lot Coverage of Landscaping with Live Plant Material 
and the Front Yard Setbacks: 

Minimum Minimum Lot Coverage of Landscaping Front Yard 
Lot Width Lot Area with Live Plant Material Setback 

RS2/C 13.5m 360m2 25% 9m 
RS21E IS.Om 550m2 30% 6m 

The applicant proposes a 6 m front yard setback to accommodate a three (3) car garage at the 
front and a larger private yard at the back. An auto court is proposed at the front of the property 
to provide on-site turn around capability. A landscape area within the entire 6 m front yard 
setback (except for the driveway connecting Francis Road to the auto court on-site) will also be 
provided to enhance the front yard and streetscape. 

The provision of a 9 m front yard setback in the RS2/C zone, where the driveway access is on an 
arterial road, is to ensure there is adequate space to accommodate a driveway with turn around 
capability. Staff have no concerns with the proposed RS21E zone since the applicant has agreed 
to register a restrictive convent to ensure that the driveway will be designed and constructed to 
permit a vehicle to turn around on site, in order to avoid backing in or out of the property. The 
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proposed RS21E zone with a 6 m front yard setback is consistent with the zoning and existing 
adjacent single-family developments on the adjacent property to the east and west. 

Financial Impact or Economic Impact 

None. 

Conclusion 

The proposed development to construct a single-family dwelling with a secondary suite 
contributes to the affordable housing stock in the City. While the proposal is not in compliance 
with Lot Size Policy 5449, the proposed RS2/E zone is consistent with the existing zoning of the 
surrounding properties and would allow a more coherent streetscape to be developed along 
Francis Road. All technical concerns related to the land use rezoning application and OCP 
amendment have been addressed. On this basis, staff support the rezoning application and 
associated OCP amendment as proposed . 

.... -~-, " 

c~ ~~ .. ...",."" __ ===:;::o....-__ 

Edwin Lee 
Planner 1 
(604-276-4121) 

EL:blg 

Attaclm1ent 1 : Location Map 
Attachment 2: Development Application Data Sheet 
Attachment 3: Lot Size Policy 5449 
Attachment 4: Rezoning Considerations Concurrence 
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City of 
Richmond 

Development Application Data Sheet 
Development Applications Division 

RZ 11-596457 Attachment 2 

Address: 7431 Francis Road 

Applicant: Avian Homes Ltd. 

Planning Area(s): Blundell 

Existing Proposed 

Owner: Avion Homes Ltd. No Change 

Site Size (m2
): 836 m2 (8,999 W) No Change 

Land Uses: Assembly One (1) single-family dwelling 

Generalized/Specific Land Use Map: 
Generalized Land Use Map: 
Neighbourhood Residential 

OCP Designation: Community Institutional 
Specific Land Use Map: 
Low-Density Residential 

Area Plan Designation: N/A No change 

702 Policy Designation: 
Policy 5449 permits subdivision to 

No change 
"Single Detached (RS2/Cr 

Zoning: Assembly (ASY) Single Detached (RS2/E) 

Number of Units: 1 1 

Other Designations: N/A No Change 

On Future Bylaw Requirement I Proposed Variance 
Subdivided Lots 

Floor Area Ratio: Max. 0.55 Max. 0.55 none permitted 

Lot Coverage - Building: Max. 45% Max. 45% none 

Lot Coverage - Non-porous: Max. 70% Max. 70% none 

Lot Coverage - Landscaping: Min. 30% Min. 30% none 

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

Setback -Side Yard (m): Min. 1.8 m Min. 1.8 m none 

Height (m) : Max. 2 'Iz storeys Max. 2 'Iz storeys none 

Lot Size (min. dimensions): 550 m2 836 m2 none 

Other: Tree replacement compensation required for loss of significant trees. 
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Attachment 3 

City of Richmond Policy Manual 

1 of 2 

File Ref: 4045-00 

POLICY 5449: 

The following policy establishes lot sizes in the area bounded by the north side of Francis 
Road located between Gilbert Road and Foster Road (Section 20-4-6): 

1. That properties be permitted to subdivide in accordance with the provisions of Single
Family Housing District (R1/C) along Francis Road and as per Single-Family Housing 
District (R1/8) ~tong SChaefer Gate in Zoning and Development Bylaw 5300; and 

2. This policy (as shown on the accompanying plan) is to be used in determining the 
disposition of future single-family rezoning applications in this area." for a period of not 
less than five years, unless changed by the amending procedures contained in the 
Zoning and Development Bylaw 5300. 

280005 PH - 287



I I 

ASY 

~ANCISRD~~~~~~:;;~~~~~~ n r I-I I I :---11 1 I IIIII I I 

~ Subdivision Permitted as per RlIC 

JIll' Subdivision Permitted as per RIIB 

Policy 5449 
Section 20-4-6 

Adopled Da te: 02/17/92 

Amended Date: 

Note: Dimension5 Me in METRES 
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City of 
Richmond 

Address: 7431 Francis Road 

ATTACHMENT 4 

Rezoning Considerations 
Development Applications Division 

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

File No.: RZ 11-596457 

Prior to final adoption of Zoning Amendment Bylaw 8901, the developer is required to complete the 
following: 

I. Final Adoption ofOCP Amendment Bylaw 8900. 

2. Submission of a Landscape Plan, prepared by a Registered Landscape Architect, to the satisfaction of the Director of 
Development, and deposit of a Landscaping Security based on 100% ofthe cost estimate provided by the Landscape 
Architect, including installation costs . The Landscape Plan should: 
• comply with the guidelines of the OCP's Lane Establishment and Arterial Road Redevelopment Policies and 

should not include hedges along the front property Ene; 
• include a landscape area in the 6 m front yard setback (except for the 5 m wide driveway). 
• include a mix of coniferous and deciduous trees; 
• include the dimensions of tree protection fencing as illustrated on the Tree Retention Plan attached to this report; 

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

No. of Replacement Trees Minimum Caliper of Deciduous Tree 
,-------------------------~ 

or Minimum Height of Coniferous Tree 

2 6cm 3.5 m 

2 11 cm 6.0 m 

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. 

3. Registration of a flood iodem.n.ity covenant on Title. 

4. Registration of a legal agreement on title ensuring that the driveway is designed and constructed to permit a vehicle to 
tum around on site. The legal agreement shall include language to ensure the driveway and/or auto court design will 
accommodate a typical passenger car to tum around on-site using a maximum of a 3-point tum, in order to avoid 
backing in or out of the property. 

5. Registration of a !egal agreement on Title to ensure that no final Building Pennit inspection is granted until a 
secondary suite is constructed on site, to the satisfaction of the City in accordance with the BC Building Code and the 
City's Zoning Bylaw. 

Note: Should the applicant change their mind about the Affordable Housing option selected prior to final adoption of 
the Rezoning Bylaw, the City will accept a voluntary contribution of$I.OO per buildable square foot of the 
single-family developments (i .e . $3,950.00) to the City's Affordable Housing Reserve Fund in-lieu of registering the 
legal agreement on Title to secure a secondary suite. 

Note: 

• Where the Director of Development deems appropriate, the preceding agreemeots arc 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 lhe 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 pennits, as deemed necessary or advisable by the Director ofDeveJopment. All agreements shall be in a 
form and content satisfactory to the Director of Development. 

[Signed original on file] 

Signed Date 

3518170 
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City of 
Richmond Bylaw 8900 

Richmond Official Community Plan Bylaw 7100 
Amendment Bylaw 8900 (RZ 11-596457) 

7431 Francis Road 

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

1. Richmond Official Community Plan Bylaw 7100 is amended by 

a. Rcpealing the existing land use designation in Attachment 1 to Schedule 1 thereof of 
the following area and by designating it "Neighbourhood Residential" . 

. P.I.D . 004-081-897 
Lot 55 Except: Part Subdivided by Plan 44033, Section 20 Block 4 North Range 6 
West New Westminster District Plan26105 

b. Repealing the existing land use designation in Attachment 2 to Schedule 1 thereof of 
the following area and by designating it "Low-Density Residential". 

P .LD. 004-081-897 
Lot 55 Except: Part Subdivided by Plan 44033, Section 20 Block 4 North Range 6 
West New Westminster District Plan 26105 

2. This Bylaw may be cited as "Richmond Official Community Plan Bylaw 7100, 
Amendment Bylaw 8900". 

FIRST READING MAY 2 8 2012 

PUBLIC HEARJNG 

SECOND READING 

THIRD READING 

ADOPTED 

MAYOR CORPORATE OFFICER 

3519090 

CITY OF 
RICHMOND 
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City of 
Richmond 

Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500 
Amendment Bylaw 8901 (RZ 11-596457) 

7431 FRANCIS ROAD 

Bylaw 8901 

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 fonns part of 
Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500, is amended by repealing the existing zoning designation 
of the following area and by designating it SINGLE DETACHED (RS21E). 

P.I.D.004-081-897 
Lot 55 Except: Part Subdivided by Plan 44033, Section 20 Block 4 North Range 6 West 
New Westminster District Plan 26105 

2 . This Bylaw may be cited as "Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500, Amendment Bylaw 
8901". 

FIRST READING 

A PUBLIC HEARING WAS HELD ON 

SECOND READING 

THIRD READING 

OTHER REQU1REMENTS SATISFIED 

ADOPTED 

MAYOR 

3519123 

MAY 2 8 201l 

CORPORATE OFFICER 

crrv OF 
RICHMOND 

APPROVEO 
by 

APPROveo 
by Dlreclor 
or licitor 
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Send a Submission Online (response #685) Page I of I 

To Public Hoering 
Date: ::;;r-~ I g \ "'201~ 

MayorandCounciliors Item #. ~ 
R.:-~= 

From: City of Richmond Website (webgraphics@richmond.ca) ~lQ" + ~~QI 
Sent: June 12, 201210:56 AM 

To : MayorandCounclllors 

Subject: Send a Submission Online (response #665) 

Send a Submission Online (response #685) 

Survey Information 

I 
- -

Site: City Website 
- - -

Page Title : Send a Submission Online ----- - --- --
URL: http://cms.richmond .calPage1 793.aspx 

ssion Time/Date: 6/121201211 :01 :15 AM 
- -- -- - -

Survey Response 
Your Name: Roy Budai 

Your Address: 7451 Francis Road 

Subject Property Address OR 
7431 Francis Road Bylaw Number: -
Re: Hearing for rezoning 7431 Francis Road 

I 
to be held June 18, 2012. I am in favor of 
rezoning subject property to RS2E 

I 
designation. Please ensure proper perimiter 
drainage is installed with any new 

I 
Comments: construction. At present the back yard of 7451 

Francis becomes flooded due to drainage 
from paved parking lot at 7431 Francis. 
Please ensure that noise, dust and 
congestion is kept to minimum during any 
new construction. Thank You, Roy & Machika 
Budai -. -- -

0611212012 
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To: 

From: 

City of 
Richmond 

Planning Committee 

Brian J. Jackson, MCIP 
Director of Development 

Report to Committee 
Planning and Development Department 

Date: April 27, 2012 

File: RZ 09-496145 

Re: Application by Timothy Tse for Rezoning at 7840 Bennett Road from Single 
Detached (RS1/E) to Infill Residential (RI2) 

Staff Recommendation 

That Bylaw No. 8902, for the rezoning of 7840 Bennett Road from "Single Detached (RS liE)" 
to "Infill Residential (Rl2)", be introduced and given first reading. 

Brian J. Jackson, MCIP 
Director of Development 

EL:rg 
Att. 

FOR ORIGINATING DEPARTMENT USE ONLY ClrN~ 

ROUTED To: CONCURRENCE 

Affordable Housing y~O 
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Staff Report 

Origin 

Timothy Tse has applied to the City of Richmond for pennission to rezone 7840 Bennett Road 
(Attachment 1) from "Single Detached (RS lIE)" to "Infill Residential (Rl2)" in order to create 
two (2) new lots and develop two (2) front-to-back duplexes with vehicular access from the rear 
lane (Attachment 2). A Development Permit application is required and has been received to 
address the form and character of the proposed duplexes. -

Findings of Fact 

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

Surrounding Development 

To the North: Across Bennett Road, single-family dwellings on lots zoned Single Detached 
(RSIIE); 

To the EastlWest: Front-to-back duplexes with vehicle access from the rear lane on lots zoned 
Innll Residential (Rll); and 

To the South: A mix of compact single-family dwellings and front-to-back duplexes on lots 
zoned Single Detached (RSI/A) and Infill Residential (Rll), fTonting 
Acheson Road with vehicle access from the rear laneway. 

Related Policies & Studies 

Official Community Plan - Acheson Bennett Sub-Area Plan 

The subject site is in the Acheson Bennett Sub-Area Plan (Schedule 2.1 OB) of the Official 
Community Plan (OCP). This area is designated as "Residential (Mixed Single-Family and 
Small Scale Multi-Family)"(Attachment 4). The proposal for two (2) front-to-back duplexes 
fits well within the established development pattern within the Sub-Area. 

Floodplain Management Implementation Strategy 

The applicant is required to comply with the Flood Plain Designation and Protection Bylaw 
(No. 8204). The site is located "V.rithin an area where the minimum habitable elevation is 2.9 rn 
geodetic; however, there are provisions to pennit habitable space, provided it is located a 
minimum of 0.3 rn above the highest level of the crown of any road that is adj acent to the parcel. 

Affordable Housing Strategy 

The applicant proposes to make a cash contribution to the affordable housing reserve fund in 
accordance to the City'S Affordable Housing Strategy. For In1111 Residential (RI2) townhouse 
developments, the Richmond Zoning Bylaw (Section 5.15) specifies a voluntary cash 
contribution of $2.00 per buildable square foot directed to the Affordable Housing Reserve Fund 
to achieve an increase in density from 0.4 to 0.55 FAR. A cash contribution of $8,504 towards 
the City's Affordable Housing Reserve wilt be made. 
3496755 PH - 294
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Public Input 

The applicant has forwarded confinnation that a development sign has been posted on the site. 
Staff received an enquiry from the property owner 0[7800 Bennett Road, Mr. Bodnar, regarding 
frontage and lane improvements. Staff have provided the relevant information by email. 

Mr. Bodnar has also expressed his concerns related to parking on the block. Based on comments 
from Engineering Works and Transportation, vehicle access is to be from the back lane only. 
The existing driveway on Bennett Road wiII be removed as part of the proposed development, 
providing additional street parking on Bennett Road. 'Three (3) parking stalls will be provided on 
each lot, which complies with ttte zoning requirement. 

Staff have not received any telephone calls or written correspondence in opposition to the subject 
application. 

Staff Comments 

Tree Retention and Replacement 

A Tree Survey and a Certified Arborist's report were submitted by the applicant in support of the 
application. Four (4) bylaw~sized trees are located on site and all of them are identified as 
"moderate" to "good" condition. However, they are all located well within the allowable 
building envelope such that successful retention cannot be achieved. 

Four (4) bylaw~sized trees are located within the lane dedication area. The Scotch Pine has been 
previously topped and exhibits an asymmetrical crown due to excessive pruning. Two (2) 
Norway Maple are in very poor condition due to excessive branch die-back and branch removal. 
One (1) Norway Maple tree is in good condition but would not survive the required lane 
extension and service upgrades through the lane dedication area. All of these four (4) trees are 
proposed for removal. 

Based on the 2: 1 tree replacement ratio goal stated in the Official Community Plan (OCP) 
and the size requirements for replacement trees in the Tree Protection Bylaw No . 8057, 
16 replacement trees are required. The developer is proposing to plant eight (8) new trees on~site 
(Attachment 2) and to provide a voluntary contribution of $4,000 to the City'S Tree 
Compensation Fund in~lieu of planting the remaining eight (8) replacement trees. 

The applicant has also agreed to protect a 15 em caliper Honey Locust tree located on the 
adjacent property to the west at 780017808 Bennett Road . A Tree Retention Plan is attached 
(Attachment 5). Tree protection fencing must be installed to City standards prior to demolition 
of the existing dwelling on the subject site, and must remain in place until construction and 
landscaping on the future lots is completed. As a condition to rezoning, the applicant is required 
to submit a proof of contract with a Certified Arborist to monitor all works to be done near or 
within the tree protection zone. 
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Site Servicing 

An independent review of servicing requirements (sanitary and stonn) has been conducted by the 
applicant's engineering consultant and reviewed by the City's Engineering Department. The 
Capacity Analysis concludes that stonn upgrades to the existing system are required to support 
the proposed development. Prior to approval of Subdivision, the developer is required to enter 
into a standard Servicing Agreement for the design and construction of the storm upgrades as 
identified in the capacity analysis (see Attachment 6 for details). 

Frontage and Lane Improvements 

Prior to final adoption, the developer is required to dedicate a strip of property along the enti.re 
south property line for proposed lane extension (6.0 m wide at the west property line, tapering to 
4.5 m wide at the east property line of the site) . 

As part of the Servicing Agreement for the servicing upgrades, the design and construction of 
frontage and lane improvements are also required (see Attachment 6 for details) . 

Vehicle Access 

No direct access is permitted to Bennett Street. As a condition to rezoning, a restrictive covenant 
is required to ensure that vehicular access to the future lots will be from the proposed lane 
extension only. 

Subdivision 

At future Subdivision stage, the developer will be required to pay DCC's (City & GVS&DD), 
School Site Acquisition Charge, and Address Assignment Fee. Servicing connections are to be 
d~tennined at Servicing Agreement stage. 

Indoor/Outdoor Amenity 

No common shared Indoor/Outdoor Amenity Space is required for this development, but each 
unit will have access to private outdoor space. 

Analysis 

The proposal to develop two (2) front-to-back duplexes (4 units total) is consistent with the 
objectives of the OCP-Cjty Centre Acheson Bennett Sub~Area Plan in terms of land use, 
character, and density. The form of development is similar to other duplexes previously 
approved on the south side of Bennett Road and north side of Acheson Road. The proposed site 
layout provides for an attractive pedestrian-oriented streetscape along Bennett Road, which is 
consistent with the guidelines for the Acheson Bennett Sub-Area. 
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Accessibility/Aging 10 Place 

The applicant has proposed units that include substantial living areas at the ground floor. 
Accessible features will be provided to all units (e.g., inclusion of blocking to bathrooms for 
installation of grab-bars, and provision of lever door handles.) In addition, the rear units of each 
duplex will be convertible and have the base level of accessible features described above, and 
also, widened doors, stairs and corridors throughout, and blocking! electrical installed for a 
future stair lift. Accessible features will be fully detailed on Development PeITIlit and Building 
Permit Drawings. 

The Development Permit application will provide more information and detail regarding the 
form and character of the proposal in addition to the landscaping and design of the private 
outdoor amenity area of each unit. 

Requested Variances 

The proposed development is generally in compliance with the Infill Residential (RJ2) Zone 
except for a small projection beyond the vertical lot depth envelope. A variance will be required 
at the Development Permit stage to accommodate a gable ridge projection to maintain the desired 
form and character encouraged by the Sub-Area Plan. 

Design Review and Future Development Permit Considerations 

The rezoning conditions will not be considered satisfied until a Development Permit application 
is processed to a satisfactory level. Tn association with the Development Permit, the following 
issues are to be further examined: 

• Building form and architectural character; 

• Unit entry design with respect to CPTED principles; 

• Location and design of the convertible unit and other accessibility features; 

• Landscaping design and enhancement of the private outdoor area to maximize use; and 

• Opportunities to maximize penneable surface areas and articulate hard surface treatment. 

Financial Impact or Economic Impact 

None. 
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Conclusion 

The proposal to develop two (2) front-to-back duplexes (4 units total) is consistent with the 
objectives of the City Centre Acheson Bennett Sub-Area Plan in terms ofland use, character, and 
density. Overall, the project is attractive and a good fit with the neighbourhood. Further review 
of the project design wiJ[ be required to ensure a high quality project, and will be completed as 
part of the future Development Pennit process. On this basis, staff recommend that the proposed 
rezoning be approved. 

Edwin Lee 
Planner I 
(604-276-4121) 

EL:rg 

Attachment 1: Location Map 
Attachment 2: Conceptual Development Plans 
Attachment 3: Development Application Data Sheet 
Attachment 4: Acheson Bennett Sub-Area Plan 
Attachment 5: Tree Retention Plan 
Attachment 6: Rezoning Considerations Concurrence 
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City of 
Richmond 

Development Application Data Sheet 
Development Applications Division 

RZ 09·496145 Attachment 3 

Address: 7840 Bennett Road 

Applicant: Timothy Tse 

Planning Area(s}: City Centre - Acheson Bennett (Schedule 2.1 OS) 

Existing Proposed 

Owner: 0866631 BC Ltd. To be determined 

Site Size (m2
): 824 m2 355 m2 to 363 m2 

Land Uses: One (1) single-family residential 
Two (2) duplexes 

dwelling 

OCP Designation: Generalized land Use Map -
No change 

Neighbourhood Residential 

Area Plan Designation: Residential (Mixed Single-Family No change and Small Scale Multi-Family) 

702 Policy Designation: N/A No change 

Zoning: Single Detached (RS1/E) , Infill Residential (RI2) 

Number of Units: One (1) Four (4) 

Other Designations: N/A No change 

On Future 
I Bylaw Requirement Proposed I Variance 

Subdivided Lots 

Floor Area Ratio: Max. 0.55 0.55 Max. none permitted 

Lot Coverage - Building: Max. 45% 45% Max. none 

Lot Coverage - Buildings, 
Max. 70% 70% Max. none 

structures, and non-~orous 

Lot Coverage - Landscaping Min. 30% 30% Min. none 

Setback - Front Yards (m): Min. 4,5 m 4.5 m Min. none 

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

Setback - Rear Yards (m): Min. 1.2 m 1.2 m Min. none 

Max. 9.0 m, but not exceed Variance Requested 

Height (m): 
the residential vertical !ot 9.0 m Max. 

- projection beyond 
width and the residential residentia I vertical 

vertical lot depth envelope (ot depth envelope 

Lot Size (min.Jmax.): 312 m2/1,560 m2 355 m2 to 363 m2 none 
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On Future 
I Bylaw Requirement I Proposed I Variance 

Subdivided Lots 

On-Site Parking 1 stall per unit or 0.5 stalls (0.5 stall per bedroom x 3 
per bedroom, whichever is bedrooms) x 2 units none 

(Residential): 
greater = 3 stalls per lot 

On-Site Parking (Visitor): 0.2 stalls per unit on lots 0 none 
containing 4 or more units 

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

Land Use Map 

Residential 
~nm~~\!~j (Mixed Single-Family & 

Small Scale Multi-Family) 

~, Special Intersection 
~ Design 

ATTACHMENT 4 

BRIGHOUSE 
PARK 

AREA 
BOUNDARY 

Y",,, Crosswalks 

View and Trail corridors 
1111111 (locations may vary with 

development) 

Proposed Lane 
(location of links to 
Bennett and/or 

--- Acheson to be 
determined through 
development) 

Original Adoption: March 20, 1995 / Plan Adoption: February 16, 2004 
9464591 &060-20-7100 
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City of 
Richmond 

Address: 7840 Bennett Road 

ATTACHMENT 6 

Rezoning Considerations 
Development Applications Division 

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

File No.: RZ 09-496145 

Prior to final adoption of Zoning Amendment Bylaw 8902, the developer is required to complete the 
following: 
I. A lane dedication along the entire south property line (6.0 m wide at the west property tine, tapering to 4.5 m wide at 

the east property line of the site). 

2. City acceptance of the developer's offer to voluntarily contribute $4,000.00 to the City's Tree Compensation Fund for 
the planting of eight (8) replacement trees within the City. 

3. Submission of a Contract entered into between the applicant and a Certified Arborist for supervision of anyon-site 
works conducted within the tree protection zone of the trees to be retained on the neighbouring property to the west 
(at 780017808 Bennett Road). The Contract should include the scope of work to be undertaken, including: the 
proposed number of site monitoring inspections) and a provision for the Arborist to submit a post-construction 
assessment rCpolt to the City for review. 

4. Registration of a flood indemnity covenant on title . 

5. Registration of a Jegal agreement on title ensuring that the only means of vehicle access is to the proposed back lane 
and that there be no access to Bennett Road. 

6. City acceptance of the developer's offer to voluntarily contTibute $2.00 per buildable square foot (e.g. $8,504.00) to 
the City's affordable housing fund. 

7. The submission and processing of a Development Permit* completed to a level deemed acceptable by the Director of 
Development. 

Prior to a Subdivision Approval, the developer must complete the following requirements: 
I . Enter into a Servicing Agreement'" for the design and construction of Frontage Improvements and Lane Extension. 

Works include, but may not be limited to: 

a) Frontage improvements - Storm Sewer, curb & gutter) pavement widening, 1.5m COD crete sidewalk, grass & 
treed boulevard (to match existing to the west) . Note: Design to include Water, Storm & Sanitary service 
connections for both lots; and 

b) Lane Extension - Lane drainage, rollover curb and gutter, asphalt paving complete with sand/gravel base, and 
lane lighting. 

2. Pay Development Cost Charges (City & GVS&DD), School site acquisition charge, and Address a.ssignment fee. 

3. Provide underground Hydro, Tel. & Cable to both lots. (Note: Existing underground Hydro, Tel. & Cable are capped 
off at the west property line of the site). 

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

Plan shall 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 :M1v1CD Traffic Regulation Section 01570. 

2. Incorporation of accessibility measures in Building Permit (BP) plans as detennined via the Rezoning and/or 
Development Permit processes. 

3. Obtain a Building Penn it (BP) for any construction hoarding. If construction boarding 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 Penuit. For additional information, contact the Building Approvals 
Division at 604-276-4285. 
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Note: 

• 
This requires a separate application. 

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

All agreements to be registered in the Land Title Office shall have priority over all such liens, charges and encumbrances as is 
coosidered advisable by the Director of Development. AI! 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 induding indemnities, warranties, equitable/rent charges, letters of 
credit and withholding pennits, 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. 

[Signed original on file] 

Signed Date 

3496755 
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City of 
Richmond 

Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500 
Amendment Bylaw 8902 (RZ 09-496145) 

7840 BENNETT ROAD 

Bylaw 8902 

The Council of the City of Richniond, 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 INFILL RESIDENTIAL (RI2). 

P.I.D.003-666-590 
Lot 29 Section 17 Block 4 North Range 6 West New Westminster District Plan 14504 

2. This Bylaw may be cited as "Richmond Z<>ning Bylaw 8500, Amendment Bylaw 
8902" . 

FIRST READING 

A PUBLIC HEARING WAS HELD ON 

SECOND READING 

TIDRD READING 

OTHER REQUlREMENTS SATISFIED 

ADOPTED 

MAYOR 

35112S5 

MAY 2 8 2012 

CORPORATE OFFICER 

CITY OF 
RICHMOND 

APPROVED 
by 
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City of 
Richmond 

Report to Committee 
Planning and Development Department 

To: 

From: 

Planning Committee 

Brian J. Jackson, MCIP 
Director of Development 

Date: May 9, 2012 

File: 08-4040~01/2012-

Vol 01 

Re: Telecommunication Antennas: Amendments to Zoning Bylaw 8500 and 
Development Application Fees Bylaw 7984 

Staff Recommendation 

1. That the proposed "Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500, Amendment Bylaw No. 8904," 
concerning maximum heights for telecommunications antennas, be introduced and given first 
reading; and 

2. That the proposed "Development Applications Fees Bylaw 7984, Amendment Bylaw 8905," 
concerning fees for Telecommunications Antenna Consultation and Siting Protocol 
applications, be introduced and given first, second and third readings. 

Blian . Jackson, MCIP 
Director of Development 

M1V[:blg 
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Staff Report 

Origin 

On February 13,2012, COlIDCil passed the following resolution in regards to the 
Telecommunication Antenna Consultation and Siting Protocol: 

That: 

(J) The proposed Telecommunication Antenna Consultation and Siting Protocol be adopted 
as a Council Policy to guide the City's review of telecommunication antenna proposals 
and to facilitate commenting to telecommunication antenna prop9nents and Industry 
Canada under the Federal Radiocommunication Act as set out in the stafjreport entitled 
"Telecommunication Antenna Consultation and Siting Protocol" dated 
January 18, 2012; 

(2) Staff be directed to prepare the proposed amendments to Zoning Bylaw 8500 as set out 
in the ahove stafJreportfor future consideration by Council; and 

(3) StajJbe directed to prepare an amendment to Development Application Fee Bylaw 7984 
to include an application/ee to cover the cost of processing applications under the 
proposed Telecommunication Antenna Consultation and Siting Protocol as set out in the 
above stalj'repo}'/ for future consideration by Council. 

Item 1 adopted the Telecommunication Antenna Consultation and SiLing Protocol (Protocol) as 
City Policy 5045 . The purpose of this Report is to address Items 2 and 3 of the above resolution. 

Findings of Fact 

Richmond ' s Zoning Byla»J 8500 allows for "telecommunications antelmas" in all zones as local 
governments are not empowered to prohibit telecommunication installations that are permitted and 
regulated under Federal jurisdictional powers. However, Section 5.13.7 of Bylaw 8500 does limit 
the height of "telecommunication antennas" to that of the maximum height for accessory stmctures 
and setbacks in each given zone. 

The Zoning Bylaw's Agricultural and Indll~1.rial zones set a 20 m (66 ft.) m~'(imum height for 
non-residential accessory structures. The Residential, Mixed-Use, Commercial and Institutional 
zones have a range of9.0 III (33 ft.) to 12 m (39 ft.) for maximwn heights for accessory structures 
with the exception of the Entertainment and Athletics (CEA) and School & institutional Use (ST) 
zones that have no m~-x.imum heights for accessory structures. The Zoning Bylaw' s Site Specific 
zones also set various maximum heights for accessory structures. 
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Analysis 

Proposed Zon.ing Bylaw Changes 

Following the above-noted February 13,2012 Council referral, Zoning Bylaw 8500, Amendment 
Bylaw 8904 is proposed to amend the maximum height provisions within the Zoning Bylaw in 
two ways: 

Freestanding Antennas and Towers: Following the Council referral; a maximum height 
for ileestanding telecommunication antennas and towers is set at t5 m (48 ft.) or the 
current maximum height for an accessory structure in a zone, whichever is greater. This 
is consistent with the 15 m (48 ft.) Industry Canada consultation exemptions for 
freestanding towers that are contained within the adopted City Protocol. This would 
allow for applicants to build small towers up to 15 ill (48 ft.) throughout the City without 
Development Variance Pennits (DVPs). Currently, some zones would require a DVP and 
other similar zones would not require a DVP for such ante!U1aS and towers up to 15 m (48 
ft.). 

Building-lv/ounted Antennas: An allowance for building-mounted antennas to extend 3.0 
m (9.8 ft.) above the maximum building height for a zone is also being proposed. This 
would apply when the roof on which the antenna is attached at or within 3.0 m (9.8 ft.) of 
the current maximum petmitted building height. 1bis is consistent with the adopted City 
Protocol consultation exemption for antennas extending 3.0 m (9.8 ft.) above a bui1ding 
rooftop. Thus, it would allow for some small antennas to be located on buildings without 
DVPs being required . This provision is also provided on the basis that it does not 
contravene Transport Canada's YVR maximum height zoning. 

It should he noted lhat existing legally-installed antennas and towers that exceed the above-noted 
proposed height provisions would be considered as legal non-confonning (grandfathered) under 
the Zorung Bylaw. 

Proposed Application Fee 

An application fee of $2,040 for processing applications under the Protocol is proposed under 
Development Application Fee Bylaw 7984, Amendmeril Bylaw 8905. This fee is the same as the 
City's $2,040 fee set for Temporary Use Pennit (TIJP) applications, but more than the $1,530 DVP 
application fee. A higher fee is chosen given the level of review and public consultation 
requirements of the adopted City Protocol would often be closer to those undertaken for a TUP. It 
should be noted that the expanded Protocol consultation area (6 times tower height) [or taller 
towers would usually involve a greater City cost than the 50 m (164 ft,) consulta1ion radius 
required for DVP notification areas, 
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Financial Impact 

While some telecommunication antenna proposals reviewed by City staff and Council may 
involve DVPs with their own application fees, the amendment to the Development Application 
Fee Byla-w 7984 would also allow for the City to recoup the additional cost of processing 
Protocol applications where there is no DVP application. 

Opportunities for revenue and amenities resulting from telecommunication installations in public 
places will be part of a negotiation process consistent with existing Municipal Access 
Agreements and subject to Council approval. 

Conclusion 

Zoning Amendment Bylaw 8904 includes a maximum height for freestanding towers and antennas 
of 15 m (48 ft .) or the maximum accessory structure height in a given zone, whichever is greater. 
Also, it is proposed that building-mOlUlted telecommunication antennas may be allowed to extend 
3.0 m (9.8 ft .) above the maximum building height pennitted in the zone. 

Development Application Fee Bylaw 8905 sets an application fee of$2,040 for antennas and towers 
being considered under the adopted City Protocol which is in-line with other City development 
application fees . 

In summary, these proposed amendments address the February 13,2012 Council refelTal to fully 
implement the adopted Telecommunication Antenna Consultation and Siting Protocol. 

Mark McMullen, 
Senior Coordinator - Major Projects 
(604-276-4173) 

M:M:blg 
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Terry ·owe, MCIP 
Manager. Policy Planning 
(604~276-4139) 
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City of 
Richmond Bylaw 8904 

Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500, Amendment Bylaw No. 8904 
(Telecommunications Antenna Heights) 

The COUI1cil of the City of Richmond enacts amendments to "Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500", as 
follows: 

1. Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500, as amended, is further amended: 

3511929 

a) by ddettng section 5.13.7 and replacing it with the following text: 

"5.13.7 Wind turbines shall be allowed in all zones subject to: 

a) the maximum height for accessory structures in that zone; 

b) the accessory structure and/or principal building yards and 
setbacks in that zone; 

c) landscaping or other specific provisions in the zone; and 

d) appropriate safety and noise attenuation measures. 

5.13.8. Telecommunications antennas shall be allowed in all zooes subject to: 

a) freestanding towers or antennas not exceeding the specified 
maximum height for accessory structures in that zone or 15.0 m, 
whichever is greater; 

b) building-mounted antennas may extend not more than 3.0 m above 
the maximum building height for that zone provided that the roof 
of the building is at or within 3.0 m of the maximum building 
height for that zone; 

c) all antennas and towers meeting the accessory structure and/or 
principal building yards and setbacks in that zone; 

d) landscaping or other specific provisions in the zone; and 

e) compliance with any covenants or caveats registered on the title of 
the land which could restrict the installation of 
telecommunications antennas, including airport maximum height 
covenants (Property owners and tenants are advised 10 check their 
current certificate of title for any covenants or caveats wbkh may 
be registered and affect the use of the site.) ." 
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Bylaw 8904 Page 2 

This Bylaw may be cited as "Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500, Amendment Bylaw 8904". 

, FIRST READING 

PUBLIC HEARING WAS HELD ON 

SECOND READING 

TI-JrRD READING 

ADOPTED 

MAYOR 

3521929 

MAY 2 8 2012 

CORPORATE-OFF1CER 

CINOF 
RICHMOND 

APPROVED 
by 

III li/ -
APPROVED 
by Director 

~Oll;or 

U 
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City of 
Richmond Bylaw 8905 

Development Application Fees Bylaw No. 7984, 
Amendment Bylaw No. 8905 

The Council of the City of Riclunond enacts amendments to "Dcvelopmcnt Application Fees Bylaw 
No. 7984") as follows : 

I. By renumbering subsection 1.\5 a<; subsection 1.16. 

2. By inserting the following new subsection after subsection 1.14: 

"1.15 Telecommunication Antenna Consultation and Siting Protocol Fees 

1.5 .1 Every applicant under the Telecommunication Antenna Consultation 
and Siting Protocol must pay an application fee of $2,040." 

3. By inserting the following new definition within section 2.1 inunediately following the 
definition of Public Headng: 

"Telecommunication Antenna Consultation and Siting ProtocoP' means the current 
policy adopted by City Council that identifies the City process for managing consultation 
and providing siting guidelines for telecommunications antenna proposals under a 
protocol pursuant to the Federal Radiocommunications Act. 

This Bylaw is cited as "Development Application Fees Bylaw No. 7984, Amendment Bylaw No. 
8905". 

FIRST READING MAY 2 8 20'12 

SECOND READING MAY 2 8 20 '12 

THIRD READlNG MAY 2 8 2012 

ADOPTED 

MAYOR CORPORATE OFFICER 
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MayorandCouncillors To Public Hearing Oat.: s:C~r'tiJ9T'tT 
From: Jerry Flynn Oerryjgf@shaw.ca] 'tom4; 11 
Sent: May 27, 2012 10:55 PM Re: !~ '31 ot , 
To: MayorandCouncillors 

Subject: Cell Phone Towers 

Categories: 10-6600-07-07-01 - Telecommunication - General, 01-0150-20-BCHY1 - Be Hydro -Includes 
Smart Meiers 

Attachments : Smart Meiers - Hydro Says vs FACT.docx 

Even though the attached deals with Smart Meters, the message is the same, i.e., "industry" is lying to you, taking 
advantage of your (our) ignorance on such an esoteric subject. Loakat what independent scientists say in the 
"Blolnitiative Report": they say NO to any antennas on the roofs of schools, hospitals, homes for seniors or the ill, 
etc. 
Industry will tell you anything if they think it will get you to allow them to erect their towers where they want. 
Please show some leadership. Have them (industry) prove that their towers are safe - - - because they can't. 
May you do the 'right' thing. 
Sincerely, 
Jerry Flynn 

05/31/20 12 
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WIRELESS SMART METERS and EMR - SPIN vs FACTS 

Hydro Says: "Smart Mete rs are safe, as confirmed by health and science authorities including 
B.C.'s Provinc ial Health Officer." 

FACT: The World Health Organization cl ass ifies EM R (elect romag!letic radiati on) a 

Class 26 carcinogen, meaning "Possibly cancer causing." (applies t o all w ireless radio 
and microwave frequency-emitting devices.) 

FACT: Dr. Annie $asco MO, MPH, MS, Dr. Ph .D (Harva rd U.) epidem iology fo r cancer 

prevention; previous Head of 1ARC (International Agency fo r Research on Ca ncer, an 

agency of the World Health Organization : WHO) programs on cancer prevention 
(www.voutube.com) "Exceedingly urgent that valid, inde pe ndent, publicly-fund ed 
res,earch be done into EMR re cell phone use. Despite the vo ices of indust ry-fund ed 

scientist s saying otherwise there is concret e evidence that mobiles/cell phones and w i-fi 

cause cancer in humans." 

FACT: The American Academy of Environmenta l Medicine asks (in part) fo r: 
a) An immediate caut ion on Smart Meter installation due to potentially harmful RF exposure; 
b) Accommodation fo r health considerations regarding EM F and RF exposure, including 

exposure to wire less Smart Meter techno logy; 
c) Independent studies to furthe r understand the health effects from EMF and RF exposure. 

htt p://aaemonline.org/emfliposition.ht ml 

FACT: Independent scientists are urging governments everywh~re to immediate ly observe the 

"precaut ionary principle" i.e., set exposure guidelines 1000 to 10,000 times lower than t hey are 

now: put t he onus on industry to prove t heir products are safe; and prevent ce ll phone 

towers from being insta lled on roofs of schoo ls, hospitals, homes for the elderly, etc. 

FACT: Safety Code 6 was based on indust ry-funded stud ies, which consider on ly the thermal 

effect s of EMR, while ignoring the low-intensity, long-term non-thermal biological effects which 

independent scient ists say are harmful to - not just humans - but to all life form s. These 

scientists say Canada's Safety C~de 6 is obso lete, outda ted and urgently-in need of revision to 

reflect the non-thermal effects. Until that happens, our "guidelines" are among the lowest in 

the world. 

FACT: EMR is accumulat iye (addit ive) from all such devices a person is exposed to. Damaged 

DNA is never repa ired and can be passed on to subsequent generations. 

FACT: Scientists say that the world is witnessing the largest technologica l experiment in 

human history - without the consent or knowledge of the subjects. 
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WIRELESS SMART METERS and EMR - SPIN vs FACTS 

FACT: Now that they've had 30 years to study EMR, Scientists say they know that 

the latency period for cancers to develop is 10 years or more. 

fAQ: Scientists say brain cancers increased 50% from 1999 to 2009 

FACT: Scientists say pregnant women have a 1-;n-50 chance of giving birth to an autistic child. 

FACT: Scientists say that the exponential growth of cancers and other illnesses corresponds to 

the spread of EMR-emitting devices in our society. 

FACT:' lnsurance companies hired Independent Laboratory Scientists and these scientists also 

observed Cell Damage and DNA Chain Breaks and now the Insurance Companies will NOT 

insure liability damage from Wireless Smart meers and other wireless devices. TV Video (3 

minutes) (httiJ://eon3emfblog.net/?-382 

Hydro says: "Smart meters will not be a security or privacy risk because they wi l l have encryption just 

like the banks use." 

FACT: Banks are now refusing to use wireless in their systems. Known victims of hacking include: 

the Internationa l Monetary Fund (1M F), lockheed Martin Wireless, the Pentagon, Toronto 

Hydro (179,000 customer accounts). The recent Director of the CIA calls wireless "stupid, 

stupid." And Ontario's Privacy Commissioner says a Smart Grid system is a: "Treasure trove for 

hackers, thieves or marketers." 

FACT: Any would-be criminal can easily determine when a home is occupied or empty by using 

read ily-available EMR meters that read/ measure radia tion levels. 

Hydro says: "The smart meter program ensures privacy and is protected:' 

FACT: Every electrical appliance in a home has its own unique "signature" and, by using 

currently available software, utilities can tell when each and every appliance was turned On, 

when it was turned Off and for how long it was in use. In California, it is known that Pacific Gas 

& Electric (PG&E) sells customers' data to 3rd parties (mass merchandisers, appliance 

manufacturers, marketers, insurance companies, lawyers, law enforcement agencies, etc.). 

FACT: A wire less grid system is extremely vu lnerable to both a cyber attack (insertion of 

"worms") as well as to having the w ireless signals disrupted/blocked/jammed. Each and every 

link in a grid would be vulnerable, i.e., individual homes, neighborhoods, communities, 

substations, regions, whole provinces and even entire countries! The consequences to those 

affected would be catastrophic. 

FACT: An Internet report states : " Insurance companies (e.g., Uoyds of l ondon) won't insure 

smart meters due to biological damage seen by scientists they hired." 

Page 2 
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WIRELESS SMART METERS and EMR - SPIN vs FACTS, 

Hydro says: "Standing next to a Smart Meter for 20 years you'll receive the same amount of radiation as 

is emitted in a 30 minute cell phone conversation. 

FACT: Dr. Danie l Hirsch; Ph.D., Nuclear Physics, U of C (Santa Cruz) says that a Smart Meter 

radiates 100 or more times who le body radiation than does a cell phone. 

FACT: Santa Cruz, California, Department of Public Health Services conducted its own 

comparative studies and found that a Smart Meter emits from 50 to 450 times whole body 

radiation than does a cell phone, depending on a person's distance from the meter. 

FACT: This statement is most misleading in that it speaks of a single meter, purposely ignoring 

what an actual, realistic meshed-grid installation would look like, with hundreds if 

not thousands of homes, each with its own Smart Meter, each home having up to 15 "Smart" 

appliances, each appliance being fitted with its own wireless microwave radio. Hydro makes no 

attempt to address, let alone quantify, the aggregate amount of radiation a community would 

experience in C! realistic situation. 

Hydro Says: "On average, a residential meter transmits customer data 4 to 6 times a day - for a total 

average of one minute per day." 

FACT:! In a California court of law, Pacific Gas & Electric (PG & E) admitted to the judge that, 

on average, Smart Meters emit 14,000 pulses per day (every 6 seconds) with the most active 

meter peaking at 190,000 pulses per day (every 0.45 seconds). Hydro does not mention the 

EMR that would be emitted within the home when the Zig Bee radio is active with up to 15 

"smart" appliances. Nor does it mention anywhere what level of EMR would bathe an entire 

community having a smart-grid installed . 

Hydro Says: "The Smart Metering Program will help keep rates low by creating a more efficient power 

system and reducing power loss. They wil l save customers about $70 million over the next three years 

through lower rates." 

FACT: CBC TV did a survey of Toronto residents having smart meters and found that 80% had 

experienced higher bills. Virtually every jurisdiction in North America that we've read 

about on the Internet has complained that electric bills have doubled, tripled even 

quadrupled - and more. 

FACT: Dalton McGuinty, Premier of Ontario said that, on reflection, it was a mistake for 

Ontario to allow Smart Meters. The efficiencies and cost-savings he'd expected haven't 

materia lized. 
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o ROGERS" 

June 13, 2012 

Mayor Malcolm Brodie 
Councillor Chak Au 
Councillor Linda Barnes 
Councillor Derek Dang 
Councillor EVelina Halsey-Brandt 
Councillor Ken Johnston 
Councillor Bill McNulty 
Councillor Linda McPhail 
Councillor Harold Steves 
City of Richmond 
6911 NO.3 Road 
Richmond, BC V6Y 2C1 

Dear Mayor Brodie and Council: 

To ~bliC Haaring 
~::::,- 1'L 112. \ U> tv 
R.: ~ Ia....\ IS,! 04 

Rogers Communications 

1600 - 4710 Klngs\\'3}' 
Burnaby, British Columbia 
V5H4W4 
rogers.com 

Re: Telecommunication Antennas; Amendments to Zoning Bylaw 8500 and 
Development Application Fees Bylaw 7984 

Rogers Communications is pleased to support the amendments being considered to Zoning Bylaw 
8500 and the Development Application Fees Bylaw 7984 recently passed by the Planning 
Committee and that will soon be considered by Richmond Council. Adopting this change to the 
bylaws will facilitate a more streamlined and certain process for our company as we continue to 
make investments in our network to ensure the citizens of Richmond have access to the most 
advanced wireless services. 

Rogers also wishes to express appreciation to the City of Richmond and their staff for their efficient 
and effective management and development of the recently adopted Telecommunication Antenna 
Consultation and Siting Protocol and related bylaw changes. Richmond has been a pleasure to 
work with and we look forward to continuing this constructive working relationship. 

Rogers will have a member of its staff at the Council meeting and will be pleased to speak in 
support if It would be helpful. We will follow up directly with the Planning Department to discuss. 

Sincerely, 

Leon Leroux ~ 
Director, Network Implementation West 

CC: Mr. Brian Jackson, Director of Development 
Ms. Gail Johnson, Manager of Legislative Services 
Mr. David Weber, City Clerk 
Mr. Mark McMullen, Senior Coordinator - Major Projects 

JUN 1 Z 2012 

WIRELESS • DIGITAL CABLE· INTERNET· HOME PHONE· VIDEO· PUBLISHING. BROADCASTING 
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To: 

City of 
Richmond 

Planning Committee 

From: Brian J. Jackson, MCIP 
Director of Development 

Report to Committee 
Planning and Development Department 

Date: April 10, 2012 

File: RZ 11-585209 

Re: Application by Onni 7731 Alderbridge Holding Corp. and Onni 7771 
Alderbridge Holding Corp. for the Rezoning of 7731 and 7771 
Alderbridge Way from Industrial Retail (IR1) to High Density Low Rise 
Apartments (RAH2) 

Staff Recommendation 

That Bylaw No. 8884, which makes minor amendments to the RAI-I2 zone specific to 7731 and 
7771 Alderbridge Way and rezones these subject properties from "Industrial Retail eIRl)" to the 
amended "High Density Low Rise Apartments (RAI-I2)", be introduced and given fIrst reading. 

, 

.:J~J.~) 
Brian JWckSOn, MCIP 
Director of Development 

BJJ:rnm 
Art. 

FOR ORIGINATING DEPARTMENT USE ONLY 

ROUTED To: 

Transportation 
Engineering 
Parks Planning 
Affordable Housing 
Law 

349RR93 

CONCURRENCE 

Y~D 
YE1~ D 
Y~ND 
Y0~D 
yrz(ND 

I' 
CURRENCE OF GENERAL MANAGER 
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Staff Report 

Origin 

Onni 7731 Alderbridge Holding Corp. and Onni 7771 Alderbridge Holding Corp. have applied to 
rezone 7731 and 7771 Aldcrbridge Way (see Attachment 1) from "Industrial Retail (IR1)" to "High 
Density Low Rise ApaJ1ments (RAH2)" in order to develop a 660-unit project in four (4), six-storey 
wood frame buildings over two (2) concrete parking structures. A minor text amendment to the 
RAH2 zone is also required to facilitate the proposed development. 

Findings of Fact 

Background 

The subject site is situated in the City Centre's Lansdowne Village, an emerging high density, 
mixed-use community located between GiJbert Road, Alderbridge Way and Westminster Highway 
(Attachment 3). The two (2) subject lots, comprising 2.87 ha. (7.09·aeres) were created in 1969 as 
part of the Brighouse Industrial Estate subdivision along Alderbridge Way (see Attachment 1). Of 
note, the western lot was the site of the long-standing Stacey's Furniture World and the eastern lot 
now includes a Tim Hortons amongst numerous other smaller commercial and light industrial 
tenants. 

Existing surrounding development includes: 

North: Immediately to the north of the site is the fonner CPR line property which is now owned by 
the City and w:ill form part of New River Road. Further to the north, one large light industrial 
bui.lding is located on a site zoned as "Industrial Business (IB 1 )." This site is designated within the 
CCAP as part of a large future Riverfront Park. 

South: Immediately to south of the subject site is AJderbridge Way with the former Grimm's 
sausage factory si tc on the south side of the street. This site is now zoned "Industrial Retai I OR 1)" 
and is the subject of a current rezoning application to rezone the site to a "Residential Limited 
Commercial (RCL)" zone allow for a higher density, mixed-use development. 

East: A site zoned "Industrial Retail (IRl)" lies to the east of an adjacent lane. The site includes 
two light industrial! retail buildings. 

West: The Gilbert Road approach to the Dinsmore Bridge fonns the north-west boundary of the 
subject si teo The remainder of the site is bounded by the fOlmer "V -Tech" building site and is now 
zoned "Industrial Retail erR I )." 

Related Policies and Studies 

The proposed development site is designated as "Mixed Use" within the City's Official 
Community Plan (OCP). The site is also within the City Centre Area Plan's (eCAP) "Urban 
Centre T5 (25 m) Specific Land Use" Map designation which provides for residential land use 
with a floor area ratio (FAR) of 1.2, which can be increased to a maximum 2.0 FAR with the 
provision an affordable housing density bonus (see Attachment 3 for context). 
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Other major policy documents of note include: 

Aircrafl Noise Sensitive Development Policy (ANSD) Area 2: All aircraft noise sensitive land 
uses (except new single family) may be considered subject to the necessary reports to be 
submitted and covenants being registered on title as required by the policy. 

Affordable Housing Policy: The proposed development is subject to the policy which requires 
that five (5) percent of the total residential building floor area be devoted to affordable housing 
units following the policy's requirements regarding unit type and target income. 

These above policies and other policies, as applied to the proposed development, are discussed 
below in the staff report. 

Applicant's Proposal 

I n carl y 2011 , the Onni Group of Companies purchased the two (2) lots comprising the site. The 
proposal involves these lots being re-subdivided with Cedarbridge Way being extended from 
Alderbridge Way to the New River Road to create two (2) new, slightly smaller lots. A total of four 
(4) buildings will be constructed. Two (2) buildings will be located on top of one (1) large single 
storey parkade on each lot on either side of the new Cedarbridge Way. 

Of the 660 units proposed, Building 1 contains 140 units, Building 2 contains 200 units, and 
Buildings 3 and 4 both contain 160 units. The Development Application Data Sheet (Attachment 
4) includes a full summary of the development statistics and the cover sheet of the prel.iminary 
architectural plans (Attachment 7) include a breakdown of the number of units in each building as 
well as the number different unit types. 

Public Consultation 

As the proposed development is consistent with the City's OCP and CCAP, no fonnal agency 
consultation associated with OCP amendment bylaws is required. 

Signage is posted on-site to notify the public of the subject application. At the time of writing this 
Report, no public comment had been received. 

The statutory Public Hearing concerning the zoning amendment bylaw will provide neighbours and 
other interested parties with an opportunity to provide comment. 

The proposed development was also forwarded to the City'S Advisory Design Panel (ADP) on 
January 4, 2012 which generally provided favourable comments with suggestions to be investigated 
and incorporated into the more detailed building design for review by the ADP and Development 
Pennit Panel during the Development Permit process (excerpt of ADP minutes in Attachment 2). 

Staff Comments 

Transportation 

The proposed project involves widening of Alderbridge Way and Gilbert Road, and constructing 
New River Road fronting the development (with removal of the old CPR tracks). These are all 
major roads on the Dec Road Program. The project will also include construction of two (2) 
major pedestrianJbicycle routes, a north-south Pedestrian Link that will connect to the major 
Gilbert Road Greenway and be the start of major east-west Green Link that conunences from the 
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north -south pedestrian link and continues eastward for several blocks. (refer to Attachment 5 for 
the Functional Transportation Plan and Attachment 10 for the Re7.0ning Considerations Letter 
for a detailed description of transportation-related improvements) . 

Public Roads & Frontage Improvements: 

To secure the road widening and green ways/pedestrian linkages adjacent and through the site in 
a sufficient manner, the following dedications and SROWs are required of the developer as 
considerations 0 f rezoning. 

Cedarbridge Way: The development will involve re-subdivision of the site into a proposed Lot I 
(Western Lot) and a Lot 2 (Eastern Lot) and the dedication of Cedarbridge Way through the 
development site from Alderbridge Way to New River Road. Works will include full traffic 
light signalization at the intersection of Cedarbridge Way at Alderbridge Way. Tills applicant 
will also include the pre-dueling and bases for the signal standard and controllers boxes for a 
future pedestrian crosswalk signal to be constructed at Cedarbridge Way and New River Road by 
the City in the future. 

River Road: Generally, the developer will conslTUct the entire road cross-section which includes 
two (2) east and two (2) west bound travel lanes with grass and tree lined boulevards on either side 
of an eastbound bike path located between the eastbound vehicle lanes and 3 .0 m (9.8 ft.) wide 
sidewalk. There will also be registration of a 3.0 m (9 .8 ft.) wide SROW for public rights of 
passage for the sidewalk adjacent to R.jver Road. 

Alderbridge Way: There will also be widening of the Alderbridge Way vehicle lanes and 
construction of a 2.0 m (6.6 ft.) sidewalk with a treed boulevard required of the applicant. There 
will be registration of a 2 .0 m (6.6 ft .) wide SROW for the sidewalk inside ofthe south property 
lines of the proposed Lots 1 and 2. 

Gilbert Road: Generally, the applicant is required to construct the full curb to curb widening of 
Gilbert Road for approximately 50 m (164 ft.). The road cross-section generally consists of two 
northbound traffic lanes, two southbound traffic lanes, a northbound left tum lane (at the New 
River Road intersection), northbound and southbound bike lanes and a raised median with 
landscaping. 

At the southeast comer of the New River Road/Gilbert Road intersection, other frontage 
improvements (such as a greenway, plaza and public art discussed further below in the report) 
are required as tms is a prominent location for traffic entering Richmond via the Gilbert Road 
gateway corridor. 

The signalization of the New River Road/Gilbert Road intersection will be constructed by a 
separate development in the vicinity, but the applicant will also need to make some 
modifications to the signal. 

East Lane: There will be reconstruction of the southern part of the current lane along with 
registration of SROW for public rights of passage for a 2.0 m (6.6 ft.) sidewalk being constructed 
inside of the east property line as generally shown on Attacbment 5. 
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Green Links 

East-West Green Link: The CCAP's envisioned east-west Green Link connects the Oval Village 
local commercial and major recreational destinations to the Aberdeen Village Commercial and 
Arts District. Thc applicant has addressed these components to the satisfaction of planning, 
transportation and parks staff (see Attachments 3~ 8). 

There will be a 10.0 m (33 ft.) wide SROW for pedestrian, bicycle and related uses and features, 
providing all necessary access by public and emergency services, City and other public utility 
service providers. The SROW is located above the below grade parking structures. 

The separation between the buildings is approximately 20m (66 ft.) along the Green Link, leaving 
sufficient area for ground floor patios and common strata property on each side. The greenway will 
include a 3.0 m (9.8 ft.) wide hard surfaced public path that extends from the east to the west 
boundaries of the development (not including the crossing of Cedarbridge Way. The Green Link also 
includes landscaping and community garden plots. 

North-South Green Link: There will be a 5.0 m (16.5 ft.) wide SROW along the west boundary for 
pedestrian, bicycle and related uses and features, providing all necessary access by public and 
emergency services, City and other public utility service providcrs. This Green Link will include a 
3.0 m (9.8 ft.) hard surfaced public path extending from north to south on the west side of the 
proposed Lot 1. 

An interim retaining wall that responds to the higher elevation of the development site is required 
along the west boundary and may be located within the SROW, provided that it does not 
compromise the intended public use and enjoyment of the spaces as determined by the City. 

Design, security for construction, owner maintenance, liability and other lenns of the Green Link 
and sidewalk SROWs are to be detemlined to the satisfaction of the City as a condition of bylaw 
adoption. 

Gilbert Road Boulevard and Greenway 

The development of the Greenway on the east side of the very wide unused Gilbert Road allowance, 
a prominent gateway location into the City Centre, remains to be finalized. Given that there will be 
up to 20 m (66 ft.) of open space between the project property line and the road edge in this high 
visibility area, a plaza, pedestrian and cycling paths, lighting, significant tree planting and a major 
$350,000 Landmark Public Art piece, (shown in concept on Attachment 9) is envisioned (Also, see 
Public Art section below). 

The landscape plan needs to be finalized for this section of the Gilbert Road Greenway and will be 
designed and constructed by the City in the future. 

Parking and Tran.'>portalion Demand JVianagement (JDM) 

On-Site Vehicle Parking: The proposed project includes a total of 849 parking spaces with 450 
spaces in the parkade on Lot 1 for Buildings 1 and 2, and 399 spaces within the parkade on Lot 2 for 
Buildings 3 and 4 (See Attachments 4 and 7 for full parking statistics). The applicant requests an 
overall parking reduction of 7.5% below the parking requirements set out in Bylaw 8500. In lieu of 
this reduction, the City accepts the Developer's offer to voluntarily: 

)498893 

Contribute $100~000 to the City for the construction ofa 3.0 m (9.8 ft.) 
bike/pedestrian pathway along the east side of Gilbert Road from the southern end of 
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the applicant's required frontage improvements to Lansdowne Road. (Not eligible for 
DCC credits.) 

Contribute $25,000 to the City for a City Centre-type bus shelter. (Not eligible for 
DCC credits.) 

• . Enter into an agreement with the City to ensure that the electrical vehicle and bicycle 
plug-ins be provided as a condition of issuance of the City building pennits for each 
building with confnmation that such have been provided as a condition of issuance of 
an occupancy permit for each building: 

Provision of 20% of the total resident parking spaces in each parkade 
with 120 or 240 volt (voltage as determined by Onni) electric service 
for vehicle plug-ins with conduits, circuits breakers and wiring in a 
fmm acceptable t6 the Director of Transportation (actual outlets to be 
provided later by strata ovmers). 

Provision of one (I) standard 120 volt electric plug-in for every forty 
(40) resident bicycle parking spaces in a form acceptable to the 
Director of Transportation. 

There are no variances required to the automobile and bicycle parking provisions of Zoning Bylaw 
8500. It should be noted that staff and the applicant will work together at the Development Pern1it 
stage to maximize the achievable parking stalls. 

It should be noted that there will be also on-street parking provided on Ccdarbridge Way throughout 
the day and off-peak on-street parking on Alderbridge Way and River Road over the short to 
intermediate tcnn. 

Bicycle Parking: The proposed project includcs a total of 860 resident bicycle parking spaces with 
434 resident spaces in the parkade and sixty-eight (68) surface visitor spaces for Buildings 1 and 2; 
and 426 resident spaces within the parkade and sixty-four (64) sUli'ace visitor spaces for Buildings 3 
and 4. The resident bicycle parking provided is above the minimum requirements of Zoning Bylaw 
8500 (See cover page of Attachments 4 and 7 for full parking statistics). 

Loading Space Requirements: 

Section 7.13 of Zoning Bylaw 8500 requires that one (1) SU9 (medium 9 m trucks) off-street 
loading space be provided for each building and one (I) off-street WB 17 (large 17 m trucks) 
loading space be provided for every two (2) buildings. The applicant has accommodated the four 
(4) required SU9 loading spaces on either side of the greenway junction wHh Cedarbridge Way. 
However, the turning movements for potential 17 m (55 ft.) length of WB 17 trucks preclude 
placement of such spaces on-site or on Cedarbridge Way. Given the low frequency of use of such 
large trucks in a purely residential project, staff agrees to support a relaxation of this requirement 
at time of Development Pennit consideration. 

If, after occupancy of the project, the absence of WB 17 loading spaces proves to be a problem on 
occasion, Transportation staff may consider temporary closures of severa! parking spaces to allow 
for large tmck parking on a fee per-request-basis for the future residents within the development. 
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Servi.cing Capacity Analysis 

City Engineering staff have reviewed the application at a preliminary level and require the 
following: 

Storm Sewer Upgrade Requirements: 

From CP Railway frontage (i.e. Ne\-v River Road) to the outfall of the Hollybridge Canal (at 
corner of Hollybridge Way and existing River Road). 

• Upgrade the existing ditch to a 1200mm diameter storm main from manhole D8 to 185 
meters northeast along the fODl1er CPR line frontage (i.e. New River Road). 

• Upgrade the existing ditch to a 1200mm diameter stonn main from manhole D5 to 222 
meters northeast along proposed New River Road (manhole D8 at junction of Gilbert 
Road). 

• Upgrade the existing ditch to 1500mm diameter stOim main from junction of HoHybridge 
Way and fonner CPR line property (manhole D4) to 80 meters northeast along proposed 
New River Road (manhole 05). 

• Upgrade the existing 375 and 450mm diameter to a 1500mm diameter storm main from 
junction of existing River Road and Hollybridge Way (manhole Dl in the analysis) to 
205 meters southeast along I-Iollybridge Way (manhole D4). 

• Upgrade the existing 750mm diameter to a 1500mm diametcr storm main from manhole 
D 1 (in the analysis) to its outfall with an approximate length of 8m. 

Gilbert Road Frontage: Upgrade the existing ditch to a 600 mm diameter stann sewer from the 
proposed site's entire Gilbert Road frontage up to the existing box culvert at Lansdowne Road. 
The proposed storm sewer at Gilbert Road must be interconnected to the proposed storm sewers 
at the CPR frontage. 

Future Cedarbridge Way Frontage: Provide the greater of a) 600 mm or b) OCP size by the 
developer, as per City requirements. The proposed storm sewer in future Cedarbridge must be 
interconnected 10 the proposed storm sewers at the CPR and Alderbridge Way frontages . 

Alderbridge Way Frontage: Works include: 

• Upgrade the existing 250mm and 300mm diameter storm sewers from east to west 
property line of the proposed site to a 600 mm diameter sewer. 

• Upgrade the existing 300rnm to 750mm and existing 375mrn to 900mm diameter storm 
sewers from the west property line of the proposed sitc to the existing box culvert at 
Lansdowne Road. 

Sanitary Sewer Upgrade Requirements: Works include: 

• Upgrade the existing 200 mIll diameter to 450 mm diameter from SMl-I 4738 (manhole 
S70) to 90 meters northeast along old CPR right of way to SMH 4737 (manhole S60). 

3498&9) PH - 335



April 10, 2012 - 8 - RZ 11-585209 

• Upgrade the existing 200 mm diameter to 375 mm diameter from SMT-l4699 (manhole 
S50) to 80 meters southwest along old CPR right of way to SMH 4737 (manhole S60). 

• Provide a 525mm diameter sanitary main in the future Cedarbridge Way from SMH 4737 
(manhole S60) to a new manhole located 220 meters south going to Alderbridge Way. 

• Upgrade the existing 150 rom diameter to 525mm diameter from the new manhole at the 
corner offuture Cedarbridge Way and Alderbridge Way to 80 meters east to Sl\1H 4690 
(manhole S20). 

• Upgrade the existing 200 mm diametcr to 525mm diameter from SMH 4690 (manhole 
S20) to 94 meters southeast to existing lane between 7740 Alderbridge Way to 5003 
Minoru Boulevard at SMH 4688 (manhole SIO). 

• Upgrade the existing 300 mm diameter to 600 mm diameter from SMH 4688 (manhole 
S 10) to 69 meters southwest to existing Minoru Pump station. 

• Through the Servicing Agreement, the sanitary sewer alignments will need to be 
coordinated to suit the future Minoru Sanitary Pump Station upgrade. 

• Both current sanitary mains located within the Subject Lands will need to be removed by 
the Developer and the SROWs in which they are located are to be discharged from title. 

Water Works Review: 

Review and works include: 

• Water System: Using the OCP 2021 maximum day model, there is 346 Lis available at 
20 psi residual. Based on the proposed application, the development requires a minimum 
fire flow of275 LIs. Water analysis is not required. However, once the applicant has 
confirmed the building design at the building permit stage, the developer will need to 
submit fire flow calculations signed and sealed by a professional engineer based on the 
Fire Underwriter Survey to confirm that there is adequate available flow. 

• Provide watennains (minimum 200mm diameter, per City's requirements) at the 
proposed site's CPR and future Cedarbridge Way frontages. 

The applicant is also responsible for undergrowlding the existing private utility line located 
within the New River Road alignment. 

Latecomer Agreements will be available for sanitary and stonn upgrades that are not frontage 
improvements as only provided by the Local Government Act. Development Cost Charge 
(DCC) credits will be applicable to eligible stonn and sanitary works detailed in the Rezoning 
Considerations Letter (Attachment 10). 
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Analysis 

Proposed Zoning Amendment: 

Bylaw No. 8884 proposes to rezone the subject site from "Industrial Retai I (IR I)" to "High 
Density Low Rise Apartments (RAH2)" and make a minor amendment to the zone concerning 
the calculation of density under the CCAP. 

With regard to the calculation of density for a site, the CCAP identifies certain new parks and 
roads to be secured as voluntary developer contributions via the City's development processes. 
In cases where the contri butors of new parks or road are not eligible for financial compensation 
via the DCC program (e.g. "minor streets"), the CCAP allows for them to be secured by means 
that do not reduce the contributing development's buildable floor area. This approach of 
allowing "gross floor area" (i.e. calculated on site area including road/park) on the "net site') (i .e. 
site area ex.cluding road) lessens the cost to the contributing developer and helps ensure that 
developments whicb include non-DCC road and park features is not discouraged. Statutory 
right-of-ways have typically been used for securing such features . 

Dedication can be also used provided that site-specific provisions are included within the zoning 
bylaw to facilitate "gross floor area" calculated on the "net site". Dedication is preferable to 
statutory right-of-ways (SROW) for roads such as thc Cedarbridge Way on the subject site 
(Attachment 5). Tn light of this, staff reconunend that the RAH2 be amended so that the 
maximwn permitted density (FAR) on the subject site be calculated based on the "gross site" 
(i.e. calculated on site area including the dedicated road) and be applied to the "net site" (i.e . new 
Lots 1 and 2 outside of the dedicated road). 

Based on the above approach, the proposed development will include a maximum "gross 
density" of 2.0 Floor Area Ratio (FAR) over the entire development site. If same physical area 
of Cedar bridge Way is dedicated instead of being secured by a SROW, there will be a FAR of 
2.28 for the net site area excluding tbe road dedication. Thus, the proposed Zoning Amendment 
Bylaw 8884 includes on overall FAR of2.28 for the net site area (comprised of the proposed 
Lots 1 and 2) to allow for the preferred method of dedication instead of obtaining a SROW to 
secure Cedarbridge Way. 

Other Zoning Requiremenls Including Basic Universal Housing Requirements: 

The preliminary plans indicate that the proposed development meets the minimum setback, 
maximum height and lot coverage requirements within the RAH2 zone. Of note, the applicant 
has elected to provide 502 of the total 660 units meeting twenty-two (22) o[lwenty-three (23) of 
the Basic Universal Accessible Housing provisions of Section 4.16 of Zoning Bylaw 8500. 
Meeting these accessibility provisions is optional, but when all of the provisions are met, a 1.86 
m2 (20 ft. 2

) floor area exemption per each accessible unit is provided. As the applicant is 
proposing to provide entry doors to be prewired to allow future owners to install accessible strike 
pads for opening the entry door in lieu of providing 600 nun (2.0 ft.) of manoeuvring space 
beside the suite entry doors as per section 4.l6.11, a variance would be required for relaxation of 
this one provision through a Development Variance Permit. This alternative wiring approach. 
may be included within the Development Permit and Building Permit plans if a Development 
Variance Pennit (DVP) is issued by Council to vary section 4.16.11. 
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Fonn & Character of Development: 

The Development Permit application plans will be brought forward to Development Pennit 
Panel for consideration with the above-noted DVP application. The following provides a general 
overview of building and site design considerations based on the plans included in Attachments 
6 to 8. 

Development Site Plan: 
The project involves construction of two (2) large parkades (with two (2) buildings on each 
parkade) on either side of the extension of Cedarhridge Way. The current Alderbridge Way 
elevation is lower at 1.5 m (4.9ft.) compared to the New River Road which is located at 2 .6 m 
(8.6 ft.). This elevation difference results in a 2.5 m (8.2 ft.) grade difference between 
Alderbridge Way and the first floor of the adjoining units. l1ie grade difference of approximately 
1.5 m (4.9 ft.) on New River Road presents far less of a challenge. The "Design Approach 
Perspective Drawings" in Attachment 6 illustrate this elevation difference as well as the road 
layout, change of elevation, building massing and typical elevation treatments for two (2) of the 
buildings. 

Key Slreet Wall Feature Views: 
It is critical that this development contribute to consistent, urban street walls on Alderbridge 
Way and New River Road which are two (2) of the major curvilinear streets in the City Centre. 

To address the above situation, the applicant has responded to staff's request to orientate the 
llllits facing streets \vith stairs and entrance doors and the use of building design techniques to 
have the units look like townhouses from the street. As well, the use of stepped patio and 
landscaped terraces reduce the appearance of the grade difference. 

Building Height and RoojIines: Each of the four (4) buildings rises to six (6) storeys in height. 
Each building includes terraces downward to as low as four (4) storeys to provide for a variety of 
building form and more useable patio space for some of the units on the top two (2) floors of 
each building. The use of inverse gable or butterfly roofs and higher ceilings for the sixth floor 
in each building provides continuity within the family ofbwldings in the proposed development. 

To provide variation within this fam ily of buildings, tower elements are included on the 
southeast corner of Building 1 and northwest comer of Building 2. Furthermore, the northwest 
wing of Building 1 facing towards Gilbert Road has significant broad terraces stepping 
downwards 10 the west (See page 4 of Attachment 6). 

View Corridors: View corridors are particularly important due to the proposed riverfront park 
being developed immediately to the north, and the distant mountain views to the north and east. 
The spacing between the buildings on Cedarbridge Way allows for good view corridors north
south and sunlight penetration. The low-rise fonn of the proposed development will allow for 
the adjacent in-stream development to the east and south to be afforded views of the Fraser River 
and North Shore Mountains. 

Building Orientations: The four (4) buiidings have a similar V-shaped building form with each 
building rising between four (4) to six (6) storeys above street grade. Differentiation amongst the 
buildings has been achieved by mainly varying the orientation of the buildings and 
differentiating the materials and small-scale articulation between Buildings 1 and 4 facing 
Alderbridge Way and Buildings 2 and 3 facing the New River Road. 
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Building Materials and Articulation: While the buildings have a similar typology, varied 
materials and small-scale articulation have been applied to provide for differentiation. In 
particular, Buildings 1 and 4 facing Alderbridge Way have darker colours, more detailing and 
metal panelling evoking an early 20th Century industrial building. Conversely, Buildings 2 and 
3 are designed in a mid-20th modernist building style with bolder alticulation and use of lighter 
coloured me~al panelling. 

Further development of the architectural and landscape plans will be undertaken in lead up to 
review of the Development Permit by the Development Permit Panel and for its consideration of 
approval by Council. 

On-Site Landscape: 
As noted above, the "U" shape buildings provide for large semi-private courtyards while 
maintaining highly visible smaller water features as shown on Attachment 9. The typical width 
of the courtyards from building face to building face is approxi.mately 35 m (115 ft.) which 
provides ample room for on-site outdoor amenities and patios for each ground floor unit. 

The applicant has responded to staffs concern about having enlarged play areas included within 
the courtyards of Buildings 1,2 and 4 on either side of Cedarbridge Way. MUlti-purpose 
amenity / BBQ areas are provided for the Buildings 1 and 2 courtyards while community garden 
plots are provided adjacent to Building 2, 3 and 4. 

The OCP includes on-site open space guidelines for active uses including socializing, children's 
play and related use. The development includes 3,430 m2 (36,812 ft.2) of such on-site socializing 
areas. TIle additional CCAP guidelines provide for on-site walkways, planting, garden plots, etc. 
The development also includes 742 m2 (7,987 ft?) of on-site walks and garden plots are provided 
in the landscape plans. 

Of nOle, while there are no trees on the subject site, staff have requested and reviewed an 
arborist ' s report confirming that the proposed buildings and north-south Green Link with 
retaining wall (discussed earlier in the report) will not adversely affect several sign.ificant trees 
on the adjacent property to the west. 

Summary oj Building and Landscape Design: 
In summary, staff feels that the applicant has gone a long way to developing a wood-frame 
project that has the modem, urban character desired for the City Centre and which responds to 
the CCAP's design guidelines. Particularly, staff and the ADP have identified the need for the 
applicant to apply h.igh quality, durable materials and undertake minor modifications to the 
detailed design of the buildings. 

Other Major Planning Aspects of Development to Address at Rezoning: 

Aside from the servicing, transportation, zoning and design elements of the development, the 
following planning elements are of note. 

Affordable Housing Agreement: 

Following the City's Affordable Housing Policy, the applicant will be providing 38 affordable 
housing (low-end market rental) to the satisfaction of the City vvi th combined habitable floor area 
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comprising at least 5% of the subject development's total residential building area (including 
common areas, such as hallways and lobbies). The tenns of a Housing Agreement entered into 
between the applicant and City will apply in perpetuity. The terms specify the following regarding 
types and sizes of units, rent levels, and tenant household incomes: 

Unit Type 
Number of Minimum Maximum Total Annual 

Units Unit Area Monthly Unit Rent* Household Income'" 

1-Bedroom 8** 50 m2 (535 ft2) $925 
$37,000 or less 

2-Bedroom 30 ..... 80 m2 (860 ft2) $1,137 $45,500 or less 
• May be Increased penodlcally as prOVided for under adopted City policy. 
** All affordable housing units must satisfy Richmond Zoning Bylaw requirements for Basic Universal Housing. 

The affordable housing units are located on first three (3) floors of Buildings 1, 3 and 4. The 
location and size of these tlI1its within the development is included within the preliminary 
architectural plans included on page ALl of Attachment 7 is to the satisfaction City Housing 
staff. 

There will also be registration of a legal agreement requiring each of the four (4) buildings to be 
constructed as set out in Attachment 7 and preventing issuance of a final Building Permit 
inspection granting occupancy for each of the four (4) buildings until confinnation is provided 
that the required number of affordable bousing units have been provided to the satisfaction of the 
City. 

The agreement will also ensure that occupants of the affordable housing units subject to the 
Housing Agreements shall enjoy full and unl.imited access to and use of all on-site indoor and 
outdoor amenity spaces. 

In.door Shared Amenity Space: 

The applicant proposes to include 951 m2 (10,235 ft2)ofshared indoor amenity within Building 1 
as shown in Attachment 9 which includes an indoor swimming pool. They will also have a 
small amenity space of approximately 21m2 (230 ttl) in each of Buildings 3 and 4. 

There will be registration of a reciprocal access easement and other legal agreements required on 
the proposed Lots 1 and 2 to ensure that the proposed indoor recreation space is constructed 
within Building 1 prior to construction of the other buildings. The agreements will aJso ensure 
there are appropriate mechanisms to allow for shared access, use and management and require 
sharing costs for operations and maintenance for such shared amenity space that is provided to 
all units witbin all of the buildings. 

Public Art: The City has accepted the applicant's offe( to voluntarily provide $440,411 to 
Richmond's public program with a cash contribution of$139,700 provided 10 the public art 
reserve fund for a Landmark Alt piece, providing a security in a form acceptable to the City for 
$300,711 for other Public Art (as shown on Figure 9) and a detailed Public Art Program prior to 
adoption of rezoning. The calculations are based on $O .75/.tt2 of eligible building floor area of 
618, I 20 tt2 (excluding basic universal accessible honsing and affordable housing). 

It should be noted in addition to $139,700, the previous Onni contribution of$210,300 fo( the 
ORA development on Hollybridge Way will be used for the Landmark Art piece at Gilbert and 
New River Road to reach the City's budgetary goal for larger sculptural works of$350,000 as 
outlined in the City'S City Centre Public Art Plan. 
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Other Elements to be provided at Development Permit: 

The submission of the Development Pennit (DP) to Development Permit Panel is anticipated to 
be undertaken prior to adoption of the rezoning. Aside fTom building and landscape design 
elements, the following are being addressed as part of consideration of the DP. 

Basic Universal Accessible Housing: 

The applicant's proposal to construct 502 Basic Universal Accessible Housing units will be 
ensured during the Development Permit and Building Permits processes. The arcrutect of record 
will provide a letter of assurance confinning adherence to the Zoning Bylaw 8500 requirements 
(except as may be varied by Council as noted in the discussion above in this report). A notation 
on the archi tcctural plans will also be required as a condition of Development Pemut and 
Building Permit. 

Airport and Industrial Noise: 

The City's OCP aircraft noise and industrial noise policies apply. Subrn.jssion of a report that 
addresses aircraft noise following the provisions will be required to recommend that buildings 
are designed in a manner that mitigates potential aircraft and industrial noise within the proposed 
dwelling uruts. Dwelling units must be designed and constructed to achieve: 

CMHC guidelines for interior noise levels as indicated in the chart below: 
Portions of Dwelling Units Noise Levels (decibels) 

Bedrooms 35 decibels 

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

The ASHRAE 55-2004 "Thermal Environmental Conditions for Human Occupancy" 
standard for interior Jiving spaces or most recent ASHRAE standards. 

The developer wiU be required to enter into and register the City's standard noise·related 
covenant(s) on title for Aircraft Noise Sensitive Use Development (ANSUD) and industrial 
noise. 

LEED Silver: The applicant has committed to meet the Canadian Green Building Council LEED 
Silver 2009 criteria and submission of follow-up letter confirming that building has been 
constructed to meet sllch LEED criteria. The "architect of record" or LEED consultant is also to 
provide a letter of assurance confirming how each building meets LEED Silver criteria prior to 
issuance of an occupancy permit for each building. The LEED criteria to be met must include 
Heat Island Effect: Roof Credit and Storm Water Management Credit. 

Other Development Considerations: 

The applicant has also agreed to undertake the following as required by the City: 

• District Energy Utility (DEU): The applicant has agreed to commit to cOtIDecting to the 
proposed City Centre DEU. The DEU terms will be finalized prior to issuance of the 
Development Pemlit and will include: 

3498893 

o Design and construction of the development's buildings to facilitate hook-up to a 
DEU system (e.g., hydronic water-based heating system); and 

o Entering into a Service Provision Agreement(s) and statutory right-of-way(s) and/or 
alternative legal agreements, to the satisfaction oftbe City. PH - 341
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• 

• 

Flood Construction Level: Registration ofthe City's standard flood indemnity covenant 
on title . 

Community Planning Program: The City has accepted the Developer's offer to 
voluntarily contribute $149,543 towards Richmond's community planning program fund 
(based on $0.2S/ft2 of total building area, excluding affordable housing units) with 
$37,386 (25% of the total) provided to the City prior to rezoning adoption. A legal 
agreement will be registered that requires contribution of$112,157 (75% ofthe total) to 
the City prior to issuance of a building pennit for the second of four (4) bujldings within 
the development. 

Future Development Permit Review: 

The applicant will continue working with staff on the Development Pennit application being 
completed to a level deemed acceptable by the Director of Development for review by the ADP 
and Development Permit Panel before being brought to Council for consideration of issuance. 
This will include fmalizing of the architectural and landscape plans in more detail. 

Also, at that time, the two proposed variances discussed above in this report concerning relaxing 
the requirement for two (2) WB 17 (large) loading spaces and Universal Ba..<;ic Accessible 
Housing front entrance door clearance provisions will be fonnally considered . 

Financial Impact 

None. 

Conclusion 

The proposed application is consistent with the OCP and CCAP land-use and density policies for 
the site and other major City policies that apply to this 660-unit development. Staff recommends 
that the proposed development should proceed through the rezoning process and development 
permit review processes where the project's design will be completed. In addition to the site
specific land-use and design aspects, the proposed development will: 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 
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Form a distinctive, high-quality, high-density yet low-rise part of to the Lansdowne Village 
neighbourhood; 

Complete important sections oftbe major road network in the CCAP including New River 
Road east of Gilbert Road and the extension of Cedar bridge Way to New River Road; 

Provide 38 affordable housing units; 

Provide significant contributions to the City's Public Art Program; and 

Include the start of major east-west and north-south Green Links and Greenways that will 
connect Lansdowne Village to the rest of the City Centre. 
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Based on the forgoing, it is recommended that Bylaw No. 8884 be forwarded to Council for 
consideration of first reading. 

Mark McMullen 
Senior Coordinator - Major Projects 
MM:rg 

Attachment 1: Location Map and Aerial Photograph 
Attachment 2: Excerpt of Minutes from January 4,2012 Meeting of the Advisory Design Panel 
Attaclunent 3: CCAP Lansdowne Village Specific Land Use Map 
Attachment 4: Development Application Data Sheet 
Attachment 5: Functional Road Layout Plan 
Attacrunent 6: Design Approach Perspective Drawings 
Attaclunent 7: Preliminary Architectural Plans 
Attachment 8: Preliminary Landscape and Greenway Plans 
Attachment 9: Public Att and On-Site Amenity Space Plan 
Attachment 10: Rezoning Considerations Letter 
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Time : 

Place: 

Present: 

Also Present: 

4:00 p.m. 

Advisory Design Panel 

Wednesday, January 4, 2012 

Rm. M.1.003 
City of Richmond 

Kush Panatch, Chair 
Simon Ho, Vice-Chair 
Steve ledreicich, Acting Chair 
Joseph Fry (arrived at 4:39 p.rn.) 
Tom Parker 
Thomas Leung 
Cst. Greg Reimer 
Shem Han 
Harold Owens 
Shira Standfield 

Sara Badyal, Planner 
Mark McMullen, Seruor Coordinator, Major Projects 
Rustico Agawin, Committee Clerk 

AITACHMENT2 , 

The meeting was caHcd to order at 4: 10 p.m. 

1. ADVISORY DESIGN PANEL ORIENTATION AND ELECTION OF CHAIR AND 
VICE-CHAIR 

314357 1 

Sara BadyaJ, Staff Liaison for the Advisory Design Panel, welcomed the new and returning 
members of the Panel fo r 2012. Thereafter, she briefed the Panel members regarding the 
Panel' s Tenns of Reference and the role of the Panel within the City's review process for 
development pennit application. 

The Panel members proceeded to elect the Chair and Vice-Chair of the Panel. Kush 
Panatch was elected Chair and Simon Ho was elected Vice-Chair. In view of the 
manifestation of the Chair to leave the meeting at 6 p.m. and the declaration of the Vice
Chair of conflict of interest regarding Item 3 of the agenda, the Panel agreed to designate 
Steve Jedreicich as Acting Chair for the consideration of Item 3. 
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Advisory Design Panel 
Wednesday, January 41 2012 

2. RZ 11-585209 - SIX-STOREY RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT WITH 660 
APARTMENTS IN FOUR BUILDINGS 

34d)571 

ARCHITECT: Yamamoto Architecture Inc. 

PROPERTY LOCATION: 7731/7771 Alderbridge Way 

Panel Discussion 

Commenfsjrom the Panel were asfollows: 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 
• 

• 

• 

• 

wood frame construction for six-storey buildings is a fairly new development 
and has some constraints; existing building design bas issues which need to be 
addressed with regard to compliance with certain provisions of the BC Building 
Code and the BC Association of Professional Engineers and Geoscientists 
(APEG) Guidelines; 

per BC Building Code, maximum allowable height for shear wall construction 
is 20 meters; the height from the first floor to the roof in the proposed buildings 
appears to be 22 meters; 

the Code likewise provides that the ma'Cimum height from the ground level to 
the 6th floor is 18 meters; applicant needs to eheck whether the height limitation 
is measured from grade or first floor; needs to be addressed as it has firefighting 
implications; 

APEG guidelines for 5-6 storey wood frame residential buildings permit only a 
10 percent setback of the uppermost floor; the project's engineers will need to 
look into the recess of the buildings' top floor; 

recommend that all wood-framed shear walls be continuous from the ground to 
the top level; 

recommend to isolate balconies [TOm the main structure of the buildings by 
using column supports instead of being cantilevered; could avoid maintenance 
issues in the long-term; 

flrewalls should be straight; 

interesting site; appreciate slidcshow graphics showing evolution of design; 

create a plaza space that is larger and less fragmented in view of the larger 
context of future development of adjacent properties; applicant needs to work 
with Planning regarding how the future development to the north-west of the 
site is envisioned; 

courtyard developments and emphasis on urban agriculture are interesting; 
character of terraces are well-defined except the interface on the Cedarbridge 
Way dedication; consider pathways that allow acccss or egress from the 
courtyards up to the deck; will add vitality to the street edges; 

stTeetscape treatment on Alderbridge Way is critical; use high quality materials 
at the front face; consider lowering wall height; 
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3443571 

Advisory Design Panel 
Wednesday, January 4,2012 

• plaza space does not took like and will not function as a plaza; it is a roadway in 
the center of the development; consider further treatments to emphasize 
pedestrian movements across it; 

• concern on appearance of community gardens along the greenway and public 
access of users; community gardens should have a more urban character 
suitable to their intended users; 

• appreciate the overall lay-out of the buildings and the courtyard orientations; 

• missed opportunity in the plaza; does not appear like a plaza; the proposed 
development is. a self-contained community; big size of the development and 
number of residential units necessitate a "town center"; celebration at 
intersection is important~ appreciate transparent lobbies flowing out into the 
plaza but ground plane articulation is missing; 

• buildings are handsome; however, further design development is needed to 
make them have a more Richmond character; 

• differentiate each building in tenns of colour and texture; 

• decide to have comer elements or not; right now have the same colour with the 
rest of the buildings; further development is needed if they are to be 
emphasized; 

• 2-meter patio is too high; consider lowering it to 3.5 feet; 

• applicant needs to check accuracy of shadow diagram; 

• like the feeling of the courtyards; however, courtyard elevations need softening 
as they look like university buildings; detailed design of facades needed 
appropriate for a high-end condominium; courtyards need further articulation; 

• concern on the barrier-free accessibility of community gardens to residential 
units; functionality has to be resolved; 

• consider incorporating the water feature adjacent to the play are in Building 4 as 
part of play area; eliminate or address the hazard potential; 

• consider purpose of the courtyards; should be a gathering space; play area 
should be usable; enhance functionality of community garden space to 
encourage its use as a community gathering place; 

• north face of the greenway, i.e. facades of the m'o buildings are uniform; need 
further articulation on Building 2; 

• agree with comments on the towers; add architectural features to "punch out" 
towers, e.g. colour and texture; 

• appreciate the inclusion of 75 percent of the units as convertible; applicant is 
encouraged to provide convertible units for each type of unit; 

• applicant is likewise encouraged to increase the number of affordable units; 
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• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 
• 

• 

• 

• 

3443571 

Advisory Design Panel 
Wednesday, January 4, 2012 

consider egress of people from the courtyard to the street level sidewalk using 
wheelchairs, strollers and other wheeled conveyances in the design of the 
courtyard; consider as alternate to route through internal corridors; 

like the idea of the community gardens; will bring residents outside; will 
discourage unwanted visitors and enhance surveillance; 

good natural surveillance from various points in the development; good street 
access from lower units is a positive factor from a crime prevention perspective; 

area of the proposed development is in transition; first of its of kind of 
development in the area to create part of the fabric of the area; towers are subtle 
and will rely on the type of materials suggested in the renderings actually being 
used in the manner indicated; 

concern on the orientation of some of the courtyards resulting in dark/shaded 
areas; mold growth on hard surfaces may be an issue; 

courtyard scheme is appropriate to achieve desjred density for a low-rise type of 
development; however, not convinced on the grade transition at street; 

street edge needs to be carefully looked at; appears high as shown in the 
renderings; does not work well at this stage of the development from a 
pedestrian street point of view; 

nicely designed project; like the articulation of the buildings; character of the 
buildings is appropriate to the site; courtyard design is nice; 

proposed development seems to Jack a focal point; consider creating a public 
gathering place at the intersection of Cedarway Bridge and River Road, a likely 
gathering area for people as it is adjacent to a future park and near the river; 

like the alternating use of brick and other materials in the exterior finishes of the 
buildings; consistency in overall massing is achieved in similar treatments 
using different materials; 

relationship to the street is fairly well done; 

community gardens are not aesthetically pleasing and takes a lot of space; tends 
to over progyam smaller courtyards like in Buildings 3 and 4; 

consider public art opportunities along the Gilbert Road greenway; applicant is 
also encouraged to consider incorporating public art into buildings, e.g . 
creating lighting design or glass/steel design within the towers; City and Public 
Art Commission have been supportive of such schemes; 

good job OD the massing of the six-storey buildings; encourage the village feel 
with variation; 

agree with comments on the plaza; applicant could dead-end the two streets and 
create a plaza as continuous pedestrian link across it; will create a true 
pedestrian plaza in the centre area; 

4. PH - 349



• 

• 

• 

• 

• 
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Advisory Design Panel 
Wednesday, January 4,2012 

congratulate the applicant for keeping the setbacks between the buildings at tbe 
proper distance of 60 feet for six-storey buildings; 

great design for a wood frame building; does not look like a wood frame 
building; urge the applicant to keep the design elements as shown and 
emphasized as design progresses; 

lost opportunity for Building 3 to address more the river and future park as it is 
not oriented towards them as done in Building 2; 

consider a bigger context for the walkway terminus; consult with adjacent 
property owner on possible interface in the future; consider better usc of oddball 
configuration at the comer; 

Alderbridge Way is a busy street; emphasize the comers of the two buildings 
(using design elements) e.g. colours and different materials) at the Cedarbridge 
entrance off of Aldcrbridge Way; and 

Onni has developed high qua~~ty high-rise developments to the west of the site; 
applicant is encouraged to maintain the same level of quality in the subject 
development as those projects~ west of the si.te. 

(At this juncture, Mr. Panatch and lv/r. Ho left the meeting and Mr. Jedreicich assumed the 
ChaiJ~ 

3. DP 11-593925 SIX-STOREY MIXED-USE DEVELOPMENT WITH 55 
APARTMENTS OVER GROUND LEVEL COMMERCIAL AND AMENITY 
SPACE 

34A3571 

ARCHITECT: Cotter Architects 

PROPERTY LOCATION: 14000 Riverport Way 

Panel Discussion 

Comments .frOnt the Panel were as follows : 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

like the shape of the building which is suitable for a 5-storey wood frame 
building; 

concern on the off-site loading; Riverport Way is fairly narrow and !oading 
vehicles are close to Riverport Way and Steveston Highway intersection; 

concern on firefighting access to units facing the Fraser River (i.e., back of the 
building); should be addressed by BC Building Code consultant and may 
include Code equivalences; 

is there an easement in the rear for exit stair egress to neighbouring property? 

suggest increasing the tloor-to-floor height of the CRUs to allow [or beam 
depth; 
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Attachment 3 

Specific Land Use Map' Lansdowne Village (2031) Bylaws8427&8516 
. • 2010/09113 

General Urban T4 (15m) 

Urban Centre T5 (35m) 

Urban Centre TS (25m) - Urban Core T6 (45m) 

Park 

+ Park - Configuration & 
location to be determined 

0 Village Centre: 
No. 3 Road & 
lansdowne Road 
Intersection 

Non-Motorized Boating 
& Recreation Water Area 

~ Village Centre Bonus 

+ Institution 

•••••• Pedestrian Linkages 

II ••••• Waterfront Dyke Trail 
~ 

Enhanced Pedestrian 
& Cyclist Crossing 

- Proposed Streets 

--- Pedestrian-Oriented 
Retail Precincts-High Street 
& linkages 

=,,,,,,-=,,' Pedestrian-Oriented 
Retail Precincts-Secondary 
Retail Streets & linkages 

• Canada line Station 

P Transit Plaza 
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City of Richmond 
6911 NO. 3 Road 
Richmond, BC, V6Y 2Cl 
www.richmond.ca 

, RZ 11-585209 

A TT ACHMENT 4 

Development Application 
Data Sheet 

Development Applications Division 

Address: 7731 & 7771 Alderbridge Way 

ApplicanUOwner: Onn; 7731 Alderbridge Way Holding Corp. & 7771 Alderbridge Way Holding Corp. 

Owner: Onni 7731 Alderbridge Way Holding Corp. & 7771 Alderbridge Way Holding Corp. 

Planning Area(s): City Centre Area (Lansdowne Village) 

Floor Area No change is proposed in maximum permitted floor area or density 

, 

I Bylaw Requirement I 
Proposed Development Variance 

Zoning • Lot 1: 13,288.37sm (143,036 sf) 

Lot Size (Min.) 2400sm (25,833sf) • Lot 2: 11,886.75 sm (127,949 sf) • None • 
• Lot 1: building footprint: 45% 

CCAPJZoning • 60% for buildings non-porus surfaces: 69.5% 
Lot Coverage • 80% for building and non • Lot 2: building footprint: 45% • None 
(Max.) porous surfaces non-porus surface: 70.3% 

• 12, up to 2.0 FAR with • 2.0 FAR with 20m Cedarbridge dedication 
CCAP/Zoning provision of 5% of total floor as per Zoning Amendment Bylaw No. 

None FAR area for affordable housing 8884 text not deducted. • 
units. 

Zoning • Residential: 4.064 m 
Habitable Floor • Residential: 2.9 m geodetic • local exception permitted for 1 lobby per • None 
Elevation (Min.) building. 

• 25 m, but with specific 
CCAP/Zoning areas allowing up to 35m as • Varies, but less than 25m above finished 

Height (Max.) outlined in CCAP. 
grade in all cases. • None 

a) 4.5m for Building 1 and 5.0m Building 2 
@ Alderbridge from PROP 

a) 3m@ Alderbridge 
b) 3m@ East Lane from PROP 

CCAP/Zoning 
b) 3m@ East Lane c) 3m@ New River Road from PROP 

Setbacks @ 
c) 1.5m@ New River Road 

d) 3m@ West Side from PROP • None 
(Min .) 

d) 1.5m@ West Side 
Based on setback to back face of 
PROP/SROW; setbacks from the actual 
property lines are greater. 
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Bylaw Requirement I 
Proposed Development 

Variance 

Lot 1: Parkade (Bldgs1 /2}: 427 
Preliminary for Rezoning: 

Min Residents: 1.2/unit: 359 
Lot 1: Parkade {Bldgs1 /2} : 450 

Min Affordable: 0.90/unit: 7 
Residents/Affordable: 399 

(max small car: 50%) 
(small car: 41%) 

Min Visitors: O.2Junit: 61 
(tandem: 15%) 

Zoning 
Visitors: 51 

Lot 2 Parkade: (Bldgs 3/ 4) : Off-Street 
Lot 2: Parkade (Bldgs3/4j: 399 None Parking 398 

Min Residents: 1.2/unit: 313 Residents/Affordable: 351 
(small car: 50%) Min Affordable: O.gO/unit: 27 
(tandem: 11 %) (max small car 50%: ) 
Visitors: 48 Min Visitors: 0.2/unit: 58 

(With maximum 10% TOM 
(With 7.5% TOM overall parking reduction 

Reduction possible) 
provided) 

Lot 1: Parkade (Bldgs1 /2) Lot 1: Parkade (Bldgs 1 /2) 

• Resident (1 .25/unit): 425 • Resident (1 .25/unit): 434 

• Visitor (0.2/unit) : 68 • Visitor (0 .2/unit): 68 Zoning 
• None Bicycle Parking 

Lot 2: Parkade (Bldgs1 /2) lot 2: Parkade (Bldgs1 /2) 

• Resident (1.25/unit): 400 • Resident (1.25/unit): 426 

• Visitor (0.2/unit): 64 Visitor (0.2/unit): 64 

• 2 medium; 2 large with one • DVP to relax the being provided for each • Required one SU9 loading spa~e . . requireme'nt for 2 Zoning 
building with sizes as per provided for each of the four buildings In 

WB 17 spaces Loading 
Section 7.10.2. To be on- locations acceptable to City. 

required. site . . 

• Notation to be shown that design will • OVP for to relax • Basic Universal Housing: 
meet the Basic Universal Hosuing Section 4.16.11 

Zoning 
City standards for wheelchair 

standards as per Section 4.16 for 502 
only as stated in 

Accessible 
Housing accessible dwellings 

units. except for 4.16.11 ' 
staff report. 

CCAP For projects exceeding 200 
Guidelines for units (CCAP): 

993 sm provided and accepted as it includes Shared • 2 sqm/unit: 1320sm, but large indoor swimming pool as Significant • N/A Residential may be reduced if significant recreation feature as provided for in CCAP. Amenity Space: indoor recreation features 
Indoor (Min.) provided 
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Bylaw Requirement Proposed Development Variance 

As per CGAP Sections 2.6.1 • 3430 sm of on-site socializing areas 

GGAP/OCP (e), 3.1.8A and OGP: provided. 

Shared • OCP: 6 sqm/unit for • 1742 sm of on-site walks and garden 

Residential socializing, children's play & plots are provided. 

Amenity Space: related uses: 3960sm • The areas provide are less than absolute • N/A 
Outdoor (Min.) • GGAP: 10% of net site area a~ount in the CCAP guidelines, but 
guidelines for on-site walkways, gIven the large uninterrupted areas and 

planting, garden plots, etc.: amenities provided, they are accepted 

2518 sm subject to refinement at DP stage. 

GGAP 
Private • 20sqm for grade-oriented • The total area of patios and balconies 
Outdoor and 6sqm for upper floor 

Amenity Space apartments. See Section meet CCAP guidelines, but each • T8D at DP 

(Min.) 3.1,88 of the eGAP for balcony/patio needs to be confirmed at review 

guidelines dimensions. 
DP review. 
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- TOTAL OUTDOOR S~M~ED AMENITY AREA' s.2~a SQ.M. (56,0.58 SQ.FT) , 

- RC<lUiR€MENTS P,T G SQ.I"- PEl1 tJNrr ( 
660 TOTAl. UN(TS = 3.960 SQ.M_ SI'IAR£O ,,"MENI1'\' SP,,"CIi 

-INDOOR SHARED i\M~NITY "'-~eA, 
Bl.OG" (SH,.\RED BY ~LDG ~): \.032 SQ.M. 
BLDG'l : 2 I. SQ.M. 
aloG" 21 SQ . .\!. 
TOTAL INDOORSHAR.!:D AMENITY MEA, 1.874 SQ.". (20.171 SQFTI 

PRIVATE OPEN SPAce 

- MINIMUM PRIVATE OPEN SPAC!;; AT GHOUND lEVEil> 24 SQ.M. AREI< 
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City of 
Richmond 

ATTACHMENT 10 

Rezoning Considerations 
Development Applications Division 

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

Address: ERIC HUGHES, Development Manager 
ONNI7731 Alderbridqe Holding Corp. ONNi 7771 Alderbridge Holding Corp. RZ2011-585209 

#300-550 Robson St. 
Vancouver, BC 
V6B 2B7 

File No.: RZ2011-585209 

Prior to final adoption of Zoning Amendment Bylaw 8884 to rezone the two existing parcels of land at 
7731 and 7771 Alderbridge Way (the Subject Lands) from IL to RAH2, the Dnni Group of Companies 
(the Developer) is required to complete the following: 

1. Dedicated Public Roads: The following roads as described below and generaliy shown on Figure 1 and 
otherwise detennined based on the City's approval of the functional design are to be dedicated and secured with 
interim Statutory Rights of Way secured as outlined below. 

3492342 

a. Cedarbridge Way: Provision of a 20.0 m wide Statutory Right of Way (SROW) on the Subject 
Lands from Alderbridge Way to the current dedicated north lane (New River Road) for road, utility 
and Public Rlghts of Passage purposes in a fonn satisfactory to the City. 

b. River Road: That palt of the City-owned fonner CPR rail line (free hold parcel: Lot 12, Sec 5/6-4-6, 
Pian 24195) [rom Gilbert Road to the east side of the current dedicated lane bounding the east side of 
the Subject Lands will be dedicated as Road. 

c, Cedarhridge Way Dedication and Subdivision: Registration of a legal agreement on the Subject 
Lands prohibiting issuance of any building permit until such lands are subdivided into Lot 1 (West Lot) 
aud Lot 2 (East Lot) with a 20m wide road dedication in the same location of the above-noted SROW 
as generally shown on Figure 1. The agreement will also require that prior to approval of such 
subdivision of the Subject Lands, the existing building on the proposed Lot I will be demolished as the 
building will encroach in10 the proposed road dedication. A further agreement will be registered that 
prohibits issuance of a building permit for a building on the proposed Lot 1 until such time there is 
continnation to the satisfaction of the City that the existing building on the proposed Lot 2 is not being 
utilized in any manner that requires vehicle access onto Cedarbridge Way without a traffic and parking 
management plan, that includes analysis and measures to address traffic operations and safety, and 
encroachment agreement that are to the satisfaction of the Director of Transportation. 

2. Statutory Rights of Way (SROW) for Sidewalks: The following areas are required for sidewalks as described 
below and as generally shown on Figure 1 are to be secured by SROW for 24-hour-a-day public pedestrian, 
bicycle, and vehicular circulation and related uses and features, with maintenance provided by the City, 
providing all necessary access by City and other public utility service providers and for bylaw enforcement 
activities. Unless as otherwise determined under the approved functional design for the transportation works 
and the Selvicing Agreement, the following SROWs are required: 

a. RiveI' Road: Registration of a 3.0 m wide SROW for a 3 .0 m sidewalk inside of the entire north 
property line of the proposed Lots I and 2, together with two 4.0 m-hy-4 .0 m corner cuts at tJle 
intersection of River Road and Cedarbridge Way. (Not eligible for DCC credits .) 

b. Alderbridge Way: Registration of a 2.0 m wide SROW for a 2.0 m sidewalk inside of the entire south 
property Jine of the proposed Lots I and 2, together with two 4.0 m-by-4.0 m comer cuts at the PH - 401
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intersection of Alderbridge Way and Cedarbridge Way. (Sidewalk within SROW not eligible for DCC 
credits.) 

c. East Lane: Registration of a 2.0 m wide SROW for a 2.0m sidewalk inside of the east propelty line of 
the proposed Lot 2 adjacent to the southern part of the adjacent current dedicated lane for a minimum of 
20 m. past the driveway letdown for Building 4 and as generally shown adjacent to future paved portion 
of the lane shaded in grey on Figure 1, whichever is greater. (Not eligible for DCC credits.) 

3. Statutory Rights of Way (SROW) for Greenway & Pedestrian L ink: The following areas described below 
and as generally shown on Figure 2 are to be secured by SROW for 24-hour-a-day public pedestrian, bicycle, 
and vehicular circulation and related uses and features, providing all necessary access by City and other public 
utility service providers and bylaw enforcement activities. Unless as otherwise detem1ined under the approved 
Development Permit plans and the City Servicing Agreement to be approved as a condition ofrezoning, the 
following SROWs are requi('ed: 

a. East-West Greenway: Registration of a I O.Om wide SROW for 24-hour-a-day public access and use for 
pedestrian, bicycle and related uses and fealures, providing all necessary access by emergency services, 
City and other public utility service providers, including bylaw enforcement activities. The SROW will 
extend from the easl to west boundaries of the Subject Lands except for the Cedarbridge Road dedication 
and NOl1h-South Pedestrian Link as shown on Figure 2. The below-grade parking Structllres and 
community garden plots may be located within the SROW, provided that such elements do not 
compromise the City's intended public use and enjoyment of the spaces as determined to the satisfaction 
ofthe City. Design, security for construction, and owner maintenance, liability and other terms of the 
area under the SROW are to be to the satisfaction of the City as a condition of bylaw adoption. 

b. North-South Pedestrian Link: Registration of a S.Om wide SROW for 24-hour-a-day public access and 
use for pedestrian, bicycle and related uses and features, providing all necessary access by emergency 
services, City and other public utility service providers, including bylaw enforcement activities. The 
SROW will extend from the north 1'0 south boundaries of the Subject Lands as shown on Figure 2. A 
required retaining wall along west boundary of may be located within the SROW, provided that element 
does not compromise the intended public use and enjoyment of the spaces as determined, to the 
satisfaction of the City. The SROW will include a process for removal of the retaining wall in the future 
by either the City or adjacent property owner to the west. Design, security for construction, and owner 
maintenance, liability and other telms ofthe area under the SROW are to be to the satisfaction ofthe City 
as a condition of bylaw adoption. 

4. Flood Covenant: Registration of the City's standard flood indemnity covenant on title ensuring tbat there is 
no construction of habitable area below the Flood Construction Level of 2.9 m (Area A). 

5. Tandem Parking Covenant: Registration of the City's standard covenant on title ensuring that tandem 
parking spaces in eacb building are occupied by the owners of the same strata lot is required. 

6. Nojse Covcnant(s): Regist.ration of covenants below on title is required for: 

a. Aircraft Noise Sensitive Use Development (Residential) covenant based on the City's standard 
covenant; and 

b. industrial Noise covenant to require that the buildings be constructed to address the ma,umum noise 
levels set-out in item 15(b) below. 

7. District Energy Utility (DEU): Registration of a restrictive covenant and/or alternative legal agreement(s), to the 
satisfaction of the City, securing tbat "no development" will be permitted on the subject site and restricting 
Development Permit* issuance until, the Developer enters into legal agreement(s) in respect to the Developer's 
commitment to connecting to t11e proposed City Centre DEU, including operation of and use of the DEU and atl 
associated obligations and agreements as determined by the Director of Engineering, including, but not limited to: 

a. Design and construction of the development's buildings to facilitate hook-up to a DEU system (e.g., 
hydronic water-based heating system); and 

PH - 402
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b. Entering into a Servicc Provision Agrccment(s) and statutory right-of-way(s) and/or alternative legal 
agrecments, to the satisfaction of thc City, that establish DEU for the subject site. 

8. Affordable Housing Agreement: Registration of the City's standard Housing Agreements to secure 38 
affordable housing (low-cod market rental) to the satisfaction of the City that the combined habitable floor area of 
which units shall comprise at least 5% of the subject developmcnt's total residential building area (including 
commOn arcas, such as hallways and lobbies). The terms ofthc Housing Agy-e'ements shall indicate that they 
apply in perpetuity. The terms specify the types and sizes of units (or as adjusted to the satisfaction of the City 
and Developer) in Tables J and 2, and rent levels and tenant household incomes as set out in Table 2. 

;rfie, 
10 10 .. 

2 3 .' S 

2 2 

2 2 

Table 2: Affordable Housing Target Groups 

Number of Minimum 
Maximum Total Annual 

Unit Type 
Units Unit Area 

Monthly Unit Household 
Rent* Iocorne* 

I-Bedroom 8** 50 m2 (535 ft2) $925 
$37,000 or less 

2-Bedroom 30** 80 m2 (860 ft2) $1,137 $45,500 or less 
* Ivlay be increased periodically as provided for under adopted City policy. 
** All affordable housing units must satisty Richmond Zoning Bylaw requirements for Basic Universal Housing. 

3492342 

9. Ensuring Affordable Housing: Registration ofa legal agreement requiring each of the four buildings be 
constructed as set out in the above section and preventing issuance of a final Building Penn it inspection 
granting occupancy for each of the four buildings until confirmation is provided by City Housing staff 
confirming that the required number of Affordable Housing units as shown in the above tables have been 
constructed to the satisfaction of the City. The agreement will specify that the issuance of a final Building 
Permit inspection granting occupancy for Building 2 or 3 is prohibited until thc affordable housing units in 
Building I are completed and issued a final Building Permit inspection gy-anting occupancy and a building 
permit is issued for Building 4 which includes the affordable housing units set-out in Table I. The agreement 
will also ensure that occupants of tile affordable housing units subject to the Housing Agreements shall enjoy 
full and unlimited access to and lise of all on-site indoor and outdoor amenity spaces. 

10. Indoor Shal'ed Amenity Space: Registration of reciproca I access easement and other legal agreements as 
required on the proposed Lots I and 2 will be required to ensure that not less than 10,235 ft! shared indoor 
amenity, with an included indoor swimming pool, is provided witbin the first building to be constructed on 
the Subject Lands, being Building I, as shown on Figure 1 and that appropliatc mechanisms to allow for 
shared acccss, use an.d management and use and require sharing costs for operations and maintenance for such PH - 403
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shared amenity space ;s provided to aJI units within all of the buildings. The reciprocal access easement / 
other legal agreement will be between the owners of Lots 1 and 2, but with the City identified as a grantee to 
ensure that the agreements which not be discbarged and or changed without City approval. The reciprocal 
acccss easement 1 other legal agreement will also specify that the issuance of a final Building Pennit 
inspection granting occupancy for Building 2, 3 or 4 is prohibited until Building I is completed and has been 
issued a final Building Permit inspection granting occupancy. 

II. Public Art: City acceptance of the Developer'S offer voluntarily provide $440,411 to Richmond's public 
program with a cash contribution of$139,700 provided to the public art reserve fund for a Landmark Art 
piece, providing a security in a form acceptable to the City for $300,711 for other Public Art (as shown on 
Figure 2) and a detailed Public Art Program prior to adoption ofrezoning. The calculations are based on 
$0.751[12 of eligible buiJding floor area of 587,214 rt.2 (excluding basic universal accessible housing and 
affordable housing). The Developer will be invited (but not required) to participate in the selection process 
for the Landmark Art piece. It should be noted in addition to $139,700, the previous Onni contribution of 
$210,300 for the ORA development on Hollybridge Way will be used for the Landmark Art piece at Gilbert 
and New River Road to reach the City's budgetary goal for larger sculptural works 0[$350,000 as outlined in 
the City's City Centre Public Art Plan. 

12. Community Planning Program: City acceptance of the Developer's offer to voluntarily contribute 
$149,543 towards Richmond's community planning program fund (based on $0.25/ft? of total building area, 
excluding affordable housing units) with $37,386 (25% of the total) provided to the City prior to rezoning 
adoption. A legal agreement wilJ be registered that requires conlJ:ibution of $112, 157 (75% of the total) to the 
City prior to issuance of a building pennit for the second offour buildings on the Subject Lands. 

13. Transportation Demand Manag·cment: As also set in "Schedule 1" to this letter, The Developer requests an 
overall parking reduction of 7.5% below the parking requirements set out in Bylaw 8500 with a reduction of 
the visitor parking from 0.20 to 0.15 spaces/unit which results in required visitor parking of99 stalls (25% 
reduction), residential parking of750 stalls (4% reduction) for a total visitor and residential parking of 849 
stalls. Within the overall ma..-ximum 7.5% reduction, there may be adjustment as to the breakdown of the 
reduction by the Developer for visitor and resident parking spaces, but only to the satisfaction of the City. In 
lieu of this reduction, the City accepts the Developer's offer to voluntarily: 

a. ConlTibute $100,000 to the City for the construction of a 3.0m bike/pedestrian pathway along the east 
side of Gilbert Road from the southern end of the Developer's required frontage improvements to 
Lansdowne Road. (Not eligible for DCC credits.) 

b. Contribute $25,000 to the City [or a City Centre-type bus shelter. (Not eligible for DCC credits.) 

c. Enter into an agreement with the City to ensure that the electrical vehicle and bicycle plug-ins be 
provided as a condition of issuance of the City building pennits for each building with confirmation 
that such have been provided as a condition of issuance of an occupancy permit for each building: 

i. Provision of20% of the total resident parking spaces in each parkade with 120 or 240 volt 
(voltage as determined by Onni) electric service for vehicle plug-ins with conduits, circuits 
breakers, wiring in fonn acceptable to the Director of Transportation (actual outlets to be 
provided later by strata owners). 

ii. Provision of one standard 120 volt electric plug-in for every 40 resident bicycle parking 
spaces in a lorm acceptable to the Director of Transportation. 

14 . Transportation, Parks and Engineering Works uoder Sen'icing Agreeruent(s) (SA): Enter into a Servicing 
Agreement (SA)" for the design and construction, at the Developer's sole cost, of full upgrades across and 
adjacent to the Subject Lands for road works, transportation infrastructure, street frontages, water, sanitary and 
stonn sewer system upgrades, and related works as generally set out below. Prior to rezoning adoption, all works 
identified via the SA must be secured via a Letter(s) of Credit, to the satisfaction of the Director of Development, 
Director of Engineering, Director of Traosportation and Manager, Parks - Planning and Design. All works shall 
be completed with regards to timing as set out in the SA and above-noted covenant and \egal agreements in the 
Rezoning Requirements . Refinements to the Engineering Works requirements may occur through the SA 
process. Furthermore, other neighbouring developers may be constructing some of the engineering services PH - 404
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listed below. These factors, together with project phasing, will be taken into consideration in the phasing of 
securities for engineering services . 

a. Transportation Works 
SA works will include, but may not be limited to, the following as works included within "Scbedule 1» 
attached to and fonning part oftbis letter. 

b. Engineering Works: 
SA works will include, but may not be limited to, as set out in the following table: 

Storm sewer upgrade requiremenfs: 

/) General 

From CP Railway frontage (i .e., new River Road) to outfall of HolJybridge 
Canal (at comer of Hollybridge Way and existing River Road). 

a. Upgrade the existing ditch to 1200mm diameter storm main from manhole 
D8 to 1&5 meters northeast along the proposed site' s CPR frontage (i.e., new 
River Road). 

b. Upgrade the existing ditch to 1200mm diameter stonn main from manhole 
D5 to 222 meters northeast along proposed new River Road (manhole D8 at 
junction of Gilbert Road). 

c . Upgrade the exist.ing ditch to 1500mm diameter storm main from junction 
of Hollybridge Way and CP Rail ROW (manhole D4) to 80 meters northeast 
along proposed new River Road (manhole D5). 

d. Upgrade the existing 375 and 450mm diameter to a 1500mm diameter 
storm main from junction of existing River Road and Hollybridge Way 
(manhole Dl in the analysis) to 205 meters southeast along Hollybridge Way 
(manhole D4). 

e . Upgrade the existing 750mm diameter to a 1500mm diameter stonn main 
from manhole D I (in the analysis) to outfall with an approximate length of 8m. 

2) Gilbert Roadfrontage 

a. Upgrade the e~isting ditch to 600 mm diameter stonn sewer from the 
proposed site's entire Gilbert Road frontage up to the ex isting box culvert at 
Lansdowne Road . 111e proposed stonn sewer at Gilbert Road must be 
interconnected to the proposed storm sewers at the CPR frontage . 

3) Future Cedarbridge Way frontage 

a. Provide the greater of a) 600 mm and b) OCP size by the Developer, as per 
City requirements. The proposed stonn sewer in future Cedarbridge must be 
interconnected to the proposed storm sewers at the CPR and Alderbridge Way 
frontages. 

4) Alderbridge Way frontage 

a. Upgrade the existing 250mm and 300mm diameter stonn sewers from east 
PH - 405
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to west propClty line of the proposed site to 600 mm diameter. 

b. Upgrade the existing 300mm to 750mm and existing 375mm to 900mrn 
diameter storm sewers from the west property line of the proposed site to the 
existing box culvert at Lansdowne Road. 

c. Manhole locations to be determined in the Servicing Agreement desjgn. 

d. As an alternative to 4) a. and b. provide a single stonn sewer system, sized to 
OCP conditions, from the site's east property line (i.e ., east property line or 7771 
Alderbridge Way) to the existing box culveli at Lansdowne Road . 

Sanitary sewer upgrade requirements: 

a. Upgrade the existing 200 mm diameter to 450 mm diameter from SMH 
4738 (manhole S70) to 90 meters northeast along old CPR right of way to SMH 
4737 (manhole S60). 

b. Upgrade the existing 200 mm diameter to 375 mm diameter from 'SMH 
4699 (manhole S50) to 80 meters southwest along old CPR right of way to SMI-I 
4737 (manhole S60). 

c. Provide a 525mm diameter sanitary main in the future Cedarbridge Way 
from SMH 4737 (manhole S60) to a new manhole located 220 meters south 
going to Alderbridge Way. 

d. Upgrade the existing t 50 mm diameter to 525mm diameter from the new 
manhole at the comer of future Cedarbridge Way and Alderbridge Way to 80 
meters east to SMH 4690 (manhole S20). 

d. UpgTade the existing 200 mm diameter to 525mm diameter from 5MB 
4690 (manhole S20) to 94 meters southeast to existing lane between 7740 
AJderbridge Way to 5003 Mjnoru Boulevard at SMH 4688 (manhole S I 0). 

e. Upgrade the existing 300 mm diameter to 600 mm diameter from SMH 
4688 (manhole S I 0) to 69 meters southwest to existing Minoru Pump station. 

f. Through the Servicing Agreement, the sanitary sewer alignments will 
need to be coordinated to suit the future MinoJ1l Sanitary Pump Station upgrade. 

g. Both current sanitary mains located within the Subject Lands will need to be 
removed by the Developer and the SROWs in which they are located are to be 
discharged from title. 

PH - 406
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Wafer Works and Review: 

General: 

a. Water System: Using the OCP 2021 maximum day model, there is 346 
Lis available at 20 psi residual. Based on the proposed application, the 
development requires a minimum fire flow of275 Lis. Water analysis is not 
required. However, once the applicant has confiITl1ed the building design at the 
building permit stage, the Developer wiU need to submit fire flow calculations 
signed and sealed by a professional engineer based on the Fire Underwriter 
Survey to can finn that there is adequate available flow. 

b. Provide watermains (minimum 200mm diameter, per City'S 
requirements) at the proposed site's CPR and future Cedarbridge Way frontages. 

Undergrolmding of Overhead Utilities: 
As per City Centre policy, the developer is responsible for facilitating the undergrounding of the 
existing private utility pole line located within the "new" River Road right-or-way. As such, the 
developer is required, at the developer's sole cost, to install conduit within "new" River Road to 
accommodate the undcrgrounding of private utilities, to the satisfaction of the City. (No DCC 
credits are applicable.) 

Dee Credits: 
DCC credits are available for the following: 

1. Sanitary Sewer 
a. gravity sanitary sewer along the development frontage on New River Road; 
b. gTavity sanitary sewer along the Cedarbridge Way or the lane between New 

River Road the lane south of Alderbridge Way; and 
c . gravity sanitary sewer from the Minaru sanitary pump station to approx 70m 

northeast. 

2. Storm Sewer 
Storm sewer aloDg on New River Road intended to replace stonn sewer on old River 
Road. 

Latecomer Agreements: 
Latecomer Agreements will be available for sanitary and storm upgrades that are not frontage 
improvements as only provided by the Local Government Act. 

c. Greenway and Boulevard Landscape Works (parks) 
SA works will include, but may not be limited to, the following : 

I. AI! works within the East-West Green Link and North-South PedestTian Link described above and 
boulevard grass and tree plantings on public roads including, but not limited to, the works shown on 
the preliminary plans dated February 8, 2012 prepared by Sharp & Diamond Landscape Architecture 
[nco entitled "7731,7771 Alderbridgc Way" (which are attached to the staff report for Ihis 
development to the Planning Committee of April 17,2012) to the satisfaction of City Parks staff; and 

II. Acknowledging that the City will construct the Gilbert Greenway works (located at the back oftbe 
approximate 50 m of the Gilbert Road widening and frontage improvements constructed by the 

PH - 407
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Developer within the Gilbert Road allowance detailed under Schedule I) at an appropriate date in the 
future. 

15. Development Permit: The submission and processing of a Development Pennit* completed to a level 
deemed acceptable by the "Director of Development with the following elements being addressed: 

a, Basic Universal Accessible Housing: A notation OD the architectural plans requiring and describing how 
the 502 Basic Universal Housing ullits meet all of the requirements of Zoning Bylaw 8500, except where 
Section 4.16.11 (fTont entry door clearance provision) may be varied by Council. 

Basic Universal Housing Unit Locations 

West Lot 
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b. Airport and Industrial Noise Report: A notation on the architectural plans requiring and describing the 
required submission of a report that addresses aircraft noise following the provisions of the City's Official 
Community Plan for aircraft noise and industrial noise generally. The report's recommendations for the 
proposed development will require that the buildings are desig'1ed in a manner that mitigates potential 
aircraft and industrial noise within the proposed dwelling units with the architect of record providing a 
letter of assurance confonnance adherence to the report and his/her plans prior to issuance of an 
occupancy pennit for each building. Dwelling units must be designed and constructed to achieve : 

• CMHC 'd I' D t I I . d' t d' tI h rt b I w: gUi e mes or In enOl' nOise eve s as m lea e In ' 1e c a eo 
Portions of Dwelling Units Noise Levels (decibels) 

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

45 decibels 
rooms 

• the ASHRAE 55-2004 "Thermal Environmental Conditions for Human Occupancy" standard 
for interior living spaces or most recent applicable ASHRAE standard. 

16. LEED Silver: Submission of letter with from the Architect of Record as a requirement of issuance of 
building permit confmning that the building phase (building and landscape design) has a sufficient score to 
meet the Canadian Green Building Council LEED Silver 2009 criteria and submission of follow-up letter 
confinning that building has been constructed to be meet such LEED criteria. The architect of record or PH - 408
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LEED consultant is also to provide a letter of assurance confuming how each building meets LEED Silver 
criteria prior to issuance of an occupancy permit for each building. The LEED criteria to met must include: 

a. Heat Island Effect: Roof Credit 
b. Storm Water Management Credit 

17. Landscape Plan: Submission of a Landscape Plan, prepared by a Registered Landscape Architect, to the 
satisfaction of the Director of Development, and deposit of a Landscaping Security based on 100% of the cost 
estimate provided by the Landscape Architect, including installation costs. Tbe final Landscape Plan will include 
the elements shoWl] on the preliminary plan dated February 8,2012 prepared by Sharp & Diamond Landscape 
Architecture Inc. entitled "7731, 7771 Alderbridge Way" with final DP-level detail to be completed by the 
Developer the satisfaction of the City which is attached to the staff report to Planning Committee for the 
development. 

Notes: 

• 

Item requiring a separate application. 

Where tbe Director of Development deems appropriate, the preceding agreements are to be drawn not 
only as personal covenants of the property owner, but also as covenants pursuant to Section 2 L 9 of 
the Land Title Act. 
All agreements to be registered in the Land Title Office shall have priority over all such liens, 
charges, and encumbrances as is considered advisable by the Director of Development. 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 penn its, as deemed necessary or advisable 
by the Director of Development. The form and content of all agreements shall be to the satisfactory 
to the Director of Development. 

The subject Zoning Amendment Bylaw 8884 will include a provision tbat effectively enables 
calculation of density on that part of Cedarbridge Way dedicated as road as consideration for adoption 
of Bylaw 8884. 

PH - 409
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Figure 1: Overview of Road and Streetscape 
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Schedule 1: Rezoning Considerations 

773117771 Alderhridge Way Rezoning Application 

Transportation Servicing Agreement Requirements 

Transportation SA Reguirements: Alllranspoltation improvements identified in the City-approved Transportation Impact 
Assessment (T1A) and over the course of the rezon ing appl ication process are to be addressed via [he servicing agreement 
process for this development. A City-approved "Preliminary Functional Roads Plan" is attached (Figure 1). Complete and 
detailed road and traffic management design is subject to final functional design approved by the Director of 
Transportation. Thc transportation-related Servicing Agreement works will include, but are not limited to the following: 

(i) Construction of New River Road (Only between Gilbert Road and East Lane) - The scope of work i.ncludes the 
construction of a full new roadway (the length of whicb is equivalent to the length of the north development frontage) 
between Gilbert Road and East Lane (the north-south lane along the east development frontage). The Developer is 
responsible for building the full road cross-section from the site frontage to the north curb inclusive (with a minimum 1.0 
m wide hard SUl1(lCe clearance area and retaining wall at the back of the north curb). The Developer will conduct a 
contaminated site study and possible minor remediation of the· land to the satisfaction of the City within this road with the 
costs being paid by the Developer (the costs of which are eligible for Road Works DCC credit at building permit). This 
roadway is to be completed as part of Phase 2 of the devciopment (Building 2 - northwest quadrant of site) and prior to 
"Final Building Permit Inspection" granting occupancy for Phase 2. DCC credits are available for road works completed 
within the dedicated road right-of-way as defined in the City DCC program. This new road project shall be completed to 
the satisfaction of the Director of Transportation and the Director of Development, and shall include, but not limited to the 
following elements: 

• All road elements and frontage improvements are to be placed within the 26.21 ill City dedicated road aHowan·ce 
(includes current Cjty lane allowance and former CPR line parcel dedicated as road) with the exception of the 3.0 m. 
wide sidewalk (to be placed within the building setback and secured via a Public Right of Passage Statutory Right of 
Way (SROW), with two 4 m x 4 m comer cuts (at both sides of the intersection with Cedarbridge Way), arc to be 
provided at rezoning subject lo the Public Rights of Passage being able to be converted to dedication by the Developer 
as part of. The alignment of this roadway is to be centered within the cilY road right-of-way, i.e. consistent with the 
New River Road alignment established west of Gilbert Road. This road is to be built to an elevation of 2.6 m geodetic 
with a maximum 5% slope transitioning to· the centerline of Gilbert Road at.the New River Road intersection. 

• The ultimate lane configuration, lIpon completion of construction, shall consist of two westbound traffic lanes, two 
eastbound traffic lanes and a left tum lane at the Gilbert RoadlNew River Road intersection. Elsewhere along this 
roadway, a level grade median is to be provided to separate eastbound and westbound traffic. The median shall have 
decorative paving treatment with features/finisbings to be determined by the city. The lane widths are 3.25 m (curb 
lanes) and 3.2 m (other lanes and median). 

• The frontage improvements of U1is road project shall consist of curb and gutter on botb sides of the road, a 1.71 m 
wide landscaped boulevard (with a single row of street trees at 6.0 m on center), 1.8 m wide off-road bike lane 
(inclusive of two 0.15 IYl level grade concrete bands along the edges of the bike lane), 1.55 m wide buffer (with 
bo!lards and street furniture, street trees, and/or other features designed to separate pedestrian and cyclisllraffic), 3.0 
m sidewalk, banner poles, hard landscape features, street furnishings, and street lights. At the bus stop (location to be 
determined by the city in consultation with Coast Mountai.n Bus Co.), the boulevard shall be widened to 2.7 m to 
accommodate bus shelter/transit accessibility requirements and the 1.55 m buffer width shall be reduced to 0.55 m to 
respect the width of the existing city right-of-way. The design of the plaza area at the southeast corner oftbe Gilbert 
RoadfNew River Road intersection is to be coordinated in conjunction with City Parks and Planning with the overall 
layout of the i.ntersection to ensme thal safe and efficient pedestrian and cyclisl movements are accommodated. 
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• In the interim time period (before the ultimate New River Road is extended to the northeast), the traffic operations 
along this section of New River Road shall be as follows: two-way traffic between Gilbert Road and interim River 
Road junction, one-way eastbound between interim River Road junction and Cedarbridge Way, and two-way traffic 
between Cedarbridge Way and East Lane. Concrete barriers shall be placed to direct traffic to respect the interim 
traffic operalions. When New River Road is extended to the north, two-way traffic will be pennitted between Gilbert 
Road and East Lane. At the New River Road/Cedarbridge Way intersection, traffic movements will be limited to 
right-inlright-out (enforced by channelization and signage) and a special crosswalk is required to provide a pedestrian 
connection to the future waterfront park on the north side of New River Road . The East Lane shall be closed to 
vehicular traffic at New River Road. 

• In the interim conditions, vehicle access to the development along New River Road shall be limited to the 
Cedarbridge Way intersectioD. No driveway or other vehicle access will be pennitted along this new roadway. 

(ii) Widening of Alderbridgc Way (along development frontage) - The scope of work includes: 2.0 In road widening over 
the length of the development south frontage to allow for the construction of future left t11rn lanes; 20: I taper sections to 
tie the road widening section to the existing pavement east and west of the development; frontage improvements; and the 
signalization of the Alderbridge Way/Cedarbridge Way intersection. This roadway is to be completed as part of Phase I of 
the development (Building I - southwest quadrant of site) and prior to "Pinal Building Pennit Inspection" granting 
occupancy for Phase 1. Road Works DeC credits are applicable, but not for the sidewalks completed within the Public 
Rights of Passage SROW. TillS road widening project shalt be completed to the satisfaction of the Director of 
Transportation and the Director ofDeveiopment, and shall include, but (lot limited to the following elements: 

• The lane configuration, upon completion of the 2.0 m road widening, shall consist of two eastbound traffic lanes and 
two westbound traffic lanes. (with left turns allowed in the center lanes at the Cedarbridge Way and East Lane 
intersections). The widened portion ofthc road shall be tied back to existing pavement east and west of the 
development with a 20: 1 taper. Frontage improvements are to include curb and gutter along the development side of 
l'he road, a 2.0 11) sidewalk and a minimum 1.65 m tTeed boulevard. 

• At the Aldcrbridge Way/Cedarbridge Way intersection, a full signalized intersection shall be constTucted. 

• Vehicle access to the development along Alderbridge Way shall be limited to the Cedarbridge Way and East Lane 
intersections . No other driveway or vehicle access will be permitted along the development frontage of Alderbridge 
Way once the development is compl'ete. 

(iii) Construction of Cedarbridge Way (between New River Road and Alderbridge Way) - The scope of work includes 
the construction of a new roadway that extends Cedarbridge Way from A/derbridge Way to New River Road . The 
Developer is to build the full cross-section including two traffic lanes, two parking lanes, frontage improvements, and 
traffic calming measures. This roadway is to be completcd as part of Phase ) of the development (Building I - southwest 
quadrant of site) and prior to "final Building Permit Inspection" granting occupancy for Phase I. Road Works DCC 
credits are not available for this road construction projects. This project shall be completed to the satisfaction of the 
Director of Transportation aod the Director of Development, and shall include, but not limited to the following elements: 

• The Jane con.figuration oftbis roadway, upon completion of construction, shall consist of two traffIC lanes and two 
parking lanes (total 12 m wide pavement). At the Alderbridge Way intersection, the parking lanes are to be removed 
to accommodate two departure lanes and one receiving lane. At the New River Road intersection, the two parking 
lanes are removed to make provision for rigbt-inlright-out channelization. This section of Cedar bridge Way is to be 
raised at the north end (maximum 5% grade) to meet the elevation of New River Road). The frontage improvements 
shall include, on both sides of the road, curb and gutter, a 2.35 m sidewalk and a minimum L.65 m treed boulevard. 
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• At the Cedarbridge Way/east-west greenway intersection, curb extensions (maximum 2.5 m measured from curb face) 
and a marked level grade crosswalk are required. 

• At the Alderbridge Way/Cedarbridge Way intersection, a fully signalized intersection shall be constructed. At the 
Cedarbridge/Ncw River Road Intersection, channelization is required to restrict access to right-inlright-out 
movements only. 

• Vehicle access to the development along Ccdarbridge Way shall be limited to one parkade entrance driveway each for 
Buildings 1/2/3. Access to Bui Iding 4 shall be via the East Lane. Access to the load ing area for each btli Iding is to be 
accommodated along the roll curb section of the curb extensions at midblock on Cedarbridge Way. No other driveway 
or vehicle access to the development will be permitted on Cedarbridge Way. 

(iv) Widel1 ing of Gilbert Road - The scope 0 f work includes the fu II curb to curb widening of Gilbert Road for a distance 
that is equivalent to the length of the development Gilbert Road frontage (approximately 50 m). 111is project is to start 
from a distance of approximately 30 m south of the New River Road/Gi Ibert intersection towards the south and is to end 
with TO: I tapers to tie to the existing pavement. Full frontage improvements (including curb and gutter, sidewalk, 
boulevard and greenway requirements) along the development frontage are required. This road widening project is to be 
completed as part of Phase 2 of the development (Building 2 - northwest quadrant of site) and prior to "Final Building 
Permit Inspection" granting occupancy for Phase 2. Road Works DeC credits are available for road works completed 
within the dedicated road right-of-way as defined in the City DeC program. Thjs road widening project shall be 
completed to the satisfaction of the Director of Transportation and the Director of Development, and shall include, but not 
limited to the following elements: 

• The lane configuration shall consist of two northbound traffic lanes, two southbound traffic lanes, northbound and 
northbound left tum lane (at the New River Road intersection), northbound and southbound bike lanes and a raised 
median with landscaping. 111e construction ofthe median is to include banner poles and/or other hard landscape 
features. The lane widths arc 3.25 m (all traffic lanes) and 1.8 m (bike lanes). 

• The signalization of the New River Road/Gilbert Road intersection will be constructed by a separate development in 
the vicinity. The subject development is responsible for any modifications to the installed traffic signals that are 
required as a result of the construction of the section of New River Road (between Gi I bert Road and East Lane) and 
frontage works carried out at the southeast corner of New River Road/Gilbert Road. The details oftbe required signal 
modifications arc described under a separate section in the Transportation SA requirements. 

(v) Widening of East Lane - The scope of work includes the widening of the existing 6.0 m wide lane along the 
development east frontage by 2.0 m to provide a sidewalk and lighting strip (lighting is to be provided) by the Developer. 
The lane widening project is to be completed as part of Phase 4 o[(he development (Building 4 -southeast quadrant of 
site) and prior to "Final Building Permit inspection" granting occupancy for Phase 4. DeC credits are not available for 
this project. The widening of East Lane shall be completed to the satisfaction of the Director of Transportation and the 
Director of Development, and shall include, but not limited to the following elements: 

• The interim cross-section of the lane shall consist of a 2.0 m wide sidewalk/lighting strip and 6.0 m wide pavement. 
The extent ofwidening is from Alderbridge Way to at least 20 m past the parkade entrance to Building 4 or as shown 
on Figure 2 whichever is greater subject to review of the plan for greenway north of this section of Jane. The existing 
pavement of the lane over the length of the widening is to be resurfaced. As part ofthe redevelopment ofthe site to 
the east, the lane will be widened to 7.5 m al1d a 1.5 m wide sidewalk will be provided. 

• The section of the existing lane north of the lane widening to be can-ied out by this development will be converted to a 
pedestrian pathway with the cun'ent right of way dedication or as part of SROW over the closed lane that may be 
included as part of the future development to the east). A preliminary ultimate design for the pathway (subject to 
amendment by the future development to the east with consultation with the Developer), incorporating these design 
criteria, is to be prepared by this development: connection oftbe lane at the north end to meet the grade of New River 
Road; providing a pedestrian crossing at the greenway; and making provisions for any utility requirements (e.g. storm 
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main). An interim design (i.e. before the site east of the lane is redeveloped) is also to be prepared. The interim design 
is expected to meet all access, vehicular/pcdestrian circulation, loading and utility requirements, but will not 
compromise the execution of the ultimate design. If any temporary works, including stairs, to be located within tbe 
road dedication will need to be secured by a City encroachment agreement that ensures their ultimate removal at the 
cost of the Developer. 

• Vehicle access to the development from East Lane is limited to the parkade entrance to Building 4. Vebicle access to 
the site from New River Road via East Lane will be closed upon the completion of tbe pathway and redevelopment of 
the adjacent site to the east. 

(vi) Timing of Road and Traffic Improvements· The timing of the various road and traffic improvements is tied to the 
development phases as described elsewhere in this docwnent and as follows. These improvements are to be completed 
prior to "Final Building Penn it Inspection" granting occupancy for the respective devclopment phases as described on 
Figure 1 and including, but not limited to: 

• Phase 1 (Building 1 . southwest quadrant of site) - Aldcrbridge Way widening for its entire length; construction of 
entire length of Cedarbridge Way, entire length of New River Road, modification of U1e future traffic signal at the 
Gilbert/New River Road intersection and construction of all frontage works facing Bu ilding 1. 

• Phase 2 (Building 2 -northwest quadrant of site) . Construction of all frontage works facing Building 2 including the 
Cedarbridge Way frontages and New River Road frontages, and the Gilbert Road widening with its frontage works 
being constructed only at the direction of the Director of Transportation in consultation with the Manager of Parks. 

• Phase 3 (Building 3 - northeast quadrant of site) . Construction of all frontages works facing Bui lding 3 including 
those on the Cedarbridge Way and New River Road frontages. 

• Phase 4 (Building 4 - southeast quadrant of site) - All remaining fTOntage works are to be finished, including the 
Cedarbridge Way and Alderbridge Way frontages and all East Lane works to the extent as shown on Figure I or 20m 
past the driveway entrance to Building 4, whichever is greater. 

NOTE: A II fi'ontage works (including curb & gutter, bike paths, boulevards, boulevard landscaping, sidewalks and 
pedestrian alld vehicle letdowns and bus shelters as specified for each building in Figure 1) are to be constructed fronting 
each building site prior to "Final Building Pemlit Inspection" granting issuance for each of tile subject building. The 
Developer may elect to undertake more works than outlined in phases above or change the order of the pbasing only with 
explicit written permission of the City's Director of Transportation and submission of a revised Functional Road Plan and 
TIA. 

(vii) Traffic Signals and Special Crosswalk - Tbe followjng traffic control devices are to be provided at the full cost of 
the Developer. Property dedication or Public Rigbts of Passage right-of-ways (exact dimensions to be con finned through 
the SA process) for the placement of traffic controller cabinet and other traffic signal equipment is required. The timing of 
the construction of these traffic control devices will be determined by the city. 

• The A Iderbridge Way/Cedarbridge Way intersection is to be signalized. The traffic signal requirements include: 
concrete bases, poles, conduit, junction boxes, cable, signal displays, vehicle detection devices, accessible pedestrian 
signals, illuminated street name sjgns, and installation of new communications conduit and cable. 

• Modifications to the future traffic signals at the Gjlbert RoadJNew River Road intersection will need to be made. The 
traffic signal modifications may include but are not limited to the following: repair, modification and/or installation of 
vehicle detection; relocation and/or replacement of traffic signa! poles, bases, junction boxes, signal heads and 
conduit; relocation of traffic signal controller cabinet and base; modification and/or installation of accessible 
pedestrian signals Bnd illuminated street name signs; repair, modification andJor installation of communications cable 
(both fibre optics and copper); and property acquisition (or utility ROW) to house traffic signal equipment. 
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• A future special crosswalk signal will be constrocted by the City at the Cedarbridge Way/New River Road 
intersection. The Developer will provide the necessary drawings for the fulJ crosswalk signal for approval of the 
Director of Transportation. All necessary conduit pre-ducting, signal standard bases, and other necessary junction and 
equipment boxes will be installed by the Developer within the area of the scope of their works ill a manner so that the 
Developer's transportarioll works will not need to be dug·up or removed to allow for the City's future installation of 
the special crosswalk signal. The Developer shall install temporary street light poles/fixtures on the installed bases. 
These temporary poles/fixtures arc to be tied into the street lighting circuit and should be designed/built in such a 
fashion Ihat allows them to be disconnected in the future, 

(viii) Development Vehicle Access - Verucle access to this development will be provided via Cedarbridge Way and East 
Lane. Direct vehicle access from New River Road, Gilbert Road or Alderbridge Way will not be pe!.miLted. 

(ix) Emergency Vehicle Access· As part of the rezoning and Servicing Agreement processes, the Developer is to consult 
{he Fire~Rescue Department to ensure that the site layout and access are adequate to accommodate emergency vehicles. 
City Transportation will need to be advised of the outcome of this consultation to l."T\sure that emergency vehicle access 
requirements are incorporated in the design of road and 1raffic improvements for this development. In particular, the 
consnltants are to seek input from Fire-Rescue on whether the overall road and traffic improvements and the timing of 
these improvements relative to the development phases (including the interim/ultimate traffic operations in the vicinity of 
Ihis development) are adequate for emergency response purpose~ during construction and post-occupancy. 

(x) Construction Parking and Traffic Management Plan· Prior to Building Permit approval, the applicant is to suomit a 
detailed Construction Parking and Traffic Management Plan to the satisfaction ofllie City. The preliminary plan is to 
identify (for each development phase) : construction vehicle access, emergency vehicle access, parking facilities for 
construction workers, and staging areas for construction vehicles and materials (facilities for staging activities are not 
available on any of the peripheral public roadways) . The plan will require the use of proper construction traffic control 
procedures and certified personnel as per Traffic Control Manual for works on roadways (Ministry of Tr811Sportation and 
lnfillstructure) and MMCD Traffic Regulation Section 01570. 

Signed 
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City of 
Richmond 

Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500 
Amendment Bylaw No. 8884 (RZ 11 w585209) 

7731 and 7771 Alderbridge Way 

Bylaw 8884 

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

1. Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500, as amended, is further amended by adding a new sub-section 3 
to Section 8.12.4 Permitted Density as follows: 

"3. Notwithstanding Section 8.12.4.2, for the RAJ-I2 zone the maximum floor area ratio for 
the net site area of the site located within the City Centre shown on Figure 1 below shall 
be 2.28, provided that: 

(a) the conditions in either paragraph 8.l2.4.2(a) or 8.12.4.2(b) are complied with; and 

(b) not less than 3,538 m2 of the site is dedicated to the City as road. 

Figure 1 

\ 
\ 

\ 

2 . The Zoning Map of the City of Richmond, which accompanies and forms part of 
Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500, as amended, is further amended by repealing the existing 
zoning designation of the following lots and designating them High Density Low ruse 
Apartments (RAHl) 

P.I.D. 000-859-958 
Lot 89 Section 5 Block 4 North Range 6 West New Westminster District Plan 38045 

P.1.D. 000-806-943 
Lot 96 Section 5 Block 4 North Range 6 West New Westminster District Plan 39888 
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Bylaw 8884 Page 2 

3. 11lis Bylaw may be cited as "'Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500, Amendment Bylaw No. 8884". 

FIRST READING 

A PUBLIC HEARlNG WAS HELD ON 

SECOND READING 

THIRD READING 

OTIffiR REQUIREMENTS SATISFIED 

ADOPTED 

MAYOR 
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City of 
Richmond 

Extract From: 

Regular Council Meeting for Public Hearings 

Tuesday, May 22, 2012 

1. Zoning Amendment Bylaw 8884 (RZ 11-585209) 

Minutes 

(Location: 7731 & 7771 Alderbridge Way; Applicant: Onni 7731 
Alderbridge Holding Corp. and Onni 7771 Alderbridge Holding Corp.) 

Applicant IS Comments: 

The applicant was available to answer questions. 

Written Submissions: 

Mike Rasberry, Tim Hortons Restaurant, #125-7771 Alderbridge Way 
(Schedule 3) 

Helmot Eppich, Chairman of the Board, Richard Eppich, CEO and 
President, Ebco Industries Ltd. , 7851 Alderbridge Way (Schedule 4) 

William Dao, Legal Counsel, Tim Hortons, The TDL Group Corp., 
(Schedule 5) 

Submissions from the floor: 

Mike Rasberry, Tim HortoflS Restaurant, #125-7771 Alderbridge Way, 
expressed concern that the proposed residential development by Onni would 
have a negative impact on the Tim Hortons Restaurant he owns and 
operates. He explained that the lease for his restaurant extends through 
2032. The lease has no tennination or demolition clause so there are no 
legal grounds available to Onni for the termination of his lease. 

Mr. Rasberry noted that the developer had not conununicated with him, nor 
engaged in any discussion regarding the proposed development. 

Mr. Rasberry stated that if the requested rezoning took place~ it would make 
bis restaurant business non-conforming, and that by rezoning the property, 
the City would encourage the termination of his lease. 

In closing, Mr. Rasberry requested that Council add the following 
conditions: (i) the City require the inclusion of retail/commercial space; and 
(ii) the satisfactory resolution of the lease tenure matter. 

PH - 419



m< ' , " 

1 ' 

- . ' 

PH121S-6 

PH121S-7 

3546804 

City of 
Richmond Minutes 

David McKeegan, a representative from the TDL Group Corp. that operates 
Tim Hortons Restaurants, spoke in support of Mr. Rasberry's comments, 
and reiterated concerns regarding Onni's failure to indicate its development 
intentions to the businesses operating at the subject site. 

Mr. McKeegan also requested that as a condition of the rezoning, Onni 
include some commercial or retail space in the development that could 
accommodate a Tim Hortons Restaurant, and settle any lease issue with Tim 
HortoDS, and the other businesses) at the subject site. 

Chris Evans, Ouni representative, advised that the developer has spoken to 
Tim Hortons corporate office throughout the past two years. He noted that 
Onni understands the need to resolve the lease issue before the rezoning 
bylaw is adopted by Council. He added that Onni has spoken with 
landowners, and tenants, affected by the proposed development, but he 
agreed that better communication could have been undeliaken. 

It was moved and seconded 

That, in relation to ,It is rezoning, as a further condition of fourth reading 
of the Bylaw, thaI any leases registered on title) including the lease in 
favour of Tim Hortons Canada, would be discharged. 

CARRIED 
It was moved and seconded 

That Zoning Amendment Bylaw 8884 be given second and third readings. 

CARRIED 
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May 10, 20~2 

City of Richmond 
6911 No.3 Road 
Richmond, British Columbia V6Y 2C I 
Delivered by hand 

Attention: Richmond City Council 

Re: Objection to Re-Zoning Application RZll 585209 

To Public Hearing 
Date: Hf1 VV,2cIV 
It£lm #,-:-.:;;;JI~ ___ _ 

R 8: \O-t414w ~:?3'8 tf , 

Schedule 3 to the Minutes of 
the Council Meeting for 
Public Hearings held on 
Tuesday, May 22, 2012. 

Onni 7731 Alderbridge Holding Corp. and Onni 7771 AIderhridge Holding Corp. 
Affecting: 7731 Alderblidge Way and 7771 Alderbridge.Way, Richmond. BC 

This submi·ssion is in response to the proposed Onni condo development and the negative impact 

it will have on the community and businesses located at 7731 Alderbridge Way and 7771 

Alderbridge Way. 

As noted in the "Report to Committee" by Brian Jackson, dated April 10(h 2012, a Tim Hortons 

Restaurant is currently located at 125-7771 Alderbridge Way. 

As the Owner and Operator of this Tim Hortons franchised restaurant, I strongly object to the re

zoning and redevelopment of this site as it is currently proposed. My objection is based on the 

fact that there.appears to be numerous issues that were not considered in the Report to 

Committee. I believe these issues are important to the sustainable growth and prosperity of our 

community. It is my sincere hope that Council will take sufficient time to adequately consider 

these issues before approving this development. 

1. Witrun the Official Community Plan (OCP), Section 2A, Objective 3, Policy (a) identifies 

the need to reinforce the regional town centre role of the City Centre by continuing to support· 

lIses which meet the daily shopping ~nd personal service needs ofthe significant resident and 

worker populations. Trus Policy also refers to the desire for the integration into mixed-use, 

pedestrian-friendly character of the downtown. Policy (d) also encourages small, pedestrian

friendly streetfront convenience and personal service facilities on major roads to complement : 

neighbourhood service ceptres and meet the needs of the surrounding residents. The City of 

Richmond would not be achieving the objectives of the mixed-use policies of the OCP j[it 

were to allow Onni to develop only residential condos at this site. The attached Appendix B 

outlines the cited sections of the OCP. 

2. While the Report to Committee may feel that the proposed devefopmeut is consistent with 
the OCP, it appears to not consider items 9.4.4D a) and b), which reinforce· Uj,j;_OGW...&J 

incorporate mixed-use areas, specifically commercial uses· at grade into 

think it is established policy that promoting pedestrian related activi 

environment by creating a public environment. 
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3. We urge Council to consider the addition of a retail component to this residential 

.development because it appears there are no retail plans by Onni. As Council may know, a 
retail component would provide readily accessible services to the commuruty by making it 
more walkable and less dependent Oll the automobile and therefore better for the 

envirorunent. 

4. Furthermore, adding ground level retail businesses to a residential development would 

provide additional security by adding "eyes on the street" in conformance with CPTED 

(Crime Prevention Through Environmental Design) principles. This ptinciple is particularly 
true at this location because this Tim Hortons operates 24 hours a day. 

5. In addition, 7731 & 7771 Alderbridge Way are located within the T5 zone, in the Lansdowne 

Village section of the City Center (as detailed on Specific Land Use Maps: Lansdowne 
Village 2031 in the City Center Area Plan). The attached Appendix A outlines the permitted 

uses for T5 zoned land. 

6. T5 zoning is described by the City of Richmond in its Land Use and Developing Framework 

as "a mixed-use development designed to help reinforce the downtown core". The Onni 
development as proposed is not consistent with the City's desire for mixed-use, as no 
accommodation has been made for retail or commer~ial use. 

7. Further to the T5 zoning issue, there is an application currently under review to the South of 

. the Onni site which respects the importance of mixed-use within that proposed development. 
I think there should be a discussion on why Ooni's current proposal does not do the same. 

The above are my policy issUes against the proposed Onni development as it currently stands. 

Having been a long tim~ resident, business owner, and employer in the City of Richmond I feel 
strongly that there other community issues that are equally important factors, which I hope 
Council will consider. 

8. The Tim Hortons Restaurant mentioned has been at this location and serving this community 
since September 2002, and in this time has become part of the community. We serve as a 

conll.uunity·meeting place for residents and workers. We are a place where family and 

friends gather together to share their thoughts and greet their neighbors. If the development 

were to go forward as proposed, this would be lost to the community as relocating within the 
immediate area is highly unlikely. 

9 . Onni has had little or no engagement with myself or the other affected businesses at this site. 
Despite OUf long standing in the community, and almost ten-year history at this location, this 
is n:i.y fIrst opporturuty for consultation. 

) 
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10. As a member of the community, this Tim Hortons has supported and been involved with 

countless community events, and has contributed charitable donations and sponsorships 

focused in the local area surrounding tius location. These involvements and contributions 
enrich the community, and this enrichment would be lost if Onni)s development were to 

continue as proposed. 

11. Over the years, we have employed hundreds ofRicbmond residents. Our employment often 

provides all opportunity for new residents to develop better language slcills, meet their 

neighbors, and became comfortable in the community. The absen?e of commercial/retail 

space in this development would result in a loss of these jobs, and the associated benefits for 

the communitY. 

Taking these factors into consideration, the development as proposed would result in a 

community that offers considerably less ofwbat makes an area a desirable place to live. 

The many benefits provided by maintaining businesses in the community, such as Tim Hortons, . 

relate directly to the mixed-use benefits of improving the downtown core that the T5 zoning and 

the OCP policies aim to achieve. 

The businesses in the area would benefit the groWing community and the new development, by 
providing conveniently located services, employment, as well as charitable contributions, while 

maintaining the sense of community that has been established through the longstanding presence 

of these businesses. 

I believe that further consultation with local businesses and residents would allow for the interest 
of the community to be served, while also meeting the needs of the developers. 

All a concerned Richmond resident and business owner, and on behalf of the forty employees at 

our restaurant, I respectfully urge Council to direct Onni to rework their proposal to include 

opportunities for commerciaUretail space in keeping with the T5 zoning and OCP policies, as 
well as for the betterment of the community as a whole. 

Sincerely, 

Mike Rasberry 

Owner/Operator Tim Hortons #2324 
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Appendix A: T5 Zoning Details 

T5 Zoning allows for the following uses: 

Mi.-ted Multiple-Family Residential/Commercial Usc and Multiple-Family 
Residential, provided that ground floor dwelling units are: 

a) for Pedestrian Oriented Retail Precincts - "Hjgh Streets & Linkages" : Not 
permitted; 

b) for Pedestrian-Oriented Retail Precincts - "Secondary Retail Streets & 
Linkages": LiveIW ark Dwellings. 
• Hotel 
• Office 
• Retail Trade & Services 
• Restaurant . 
• Neighbourhood Pub 
• Institutional Use 
• Recreation Studio ' (Studio spaces that provide for a high degree of 

transparency and public access along fronting streets and open spaces shall be 
. considered to satisfy requirements for retail continuity in Pedestrian-Oriented 
Retail Precincts.) 

• Community Use 
• Accessory Uses 

4 
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Appendix B: City of Richmond Official City Plan (OCP) cited sections: 

Section 2.4, Objective 3: 
Maintain a hierarchy of retail and personal service locations to meet community-wide and 
neighbourbood needs. 

POLICIES: 
a) Reinforce the Regional Town Centre role of the City Centre by continuing to 

support: 
• The tegional shopping centres and their integration into the mixed-use, 

pedestrian-friendly character of the downtown; 
• The specialty retail and personal service districts which cater to Richmond's 

diverse population and corrtribute to the City Centre's tourist appeal; 
• Uses which meet the daily shopping and personal service needs of the 

significant resident and worker populations; 

d) Encourage the development of smail, pedestrian-friendly, streetfront 
convenience and personal service facilities on major roads to complement 
neighbourhood servi.ce centres and meet the needs of surrounding residents; 

Section 9.4.4.D Retail Development on Major Streets 
a) New development on major streets, particularly at intersections, should 

reinforce the establishment of mixed-use areas that provide special retail focal 
points and promote pedestrian activity in the City; 

b) Mixed-use developments on major streets should accommodate commercial 
. uses at grade and residential uses above; 

5 
PH - 425



May 16,2012 

VIA HAND DELIVERED 

City of Richmond 
6911 NO.3 Road 
Richmond, BC V6Y 2C1 

Dear Sirs & Mesdames: 

OPERATED BY THE TDL GROUP Corp: 
74<iO· 51" STREET S.E., CALGARY, .'\LBERTA T2C 4B4 
TELEPHONE (4{)3) 20]·7400 • FACSIMILE (40}) 203·7130 

Schedule 5 to the Minutes of 
the Council Meeting for 

I Public Hearings held on 
Tuesday, May 22, 2012. 

Re: Tim Hortons Restaurant looated at 125·7771 Alderbridge Way, Richmond, Be 

1 .. This letter is a submissIon from the TDL Group Corp. which operates as the franchisor for the 
Tim Hortons restaurant #2324 located at 125-7771 Alderbridge Way. in Richmond, BC. 

2. We wish to voice our objection to the proposed re-zoning application by Onni. I( the re-
20ning is approved In the current form, it will cause irreparable harm to all of the businesses 
in and around 7731 Alderbridge Way and 7771 Alderbridge Way. 

3. TIm Hortons has been operating at this location since 2002 and our lease of the premises 
continues through to 2032. Onni recently purchased this property from the previous landlord 
and our understandIng is that Onni plans to re-develop aU of the property located in the 
vicinity of the Tim Hartons into residential condominiums. 

4. Our concern is that Onni has not formally indicated to us, or to any of the other bUSinesses in 
the area, their Intentions for this developmenl We think it is only fair that Onnl should Inform 
the tenants of their re-development plans, as they plans .will ultimately have a major impact 
on al( of the stakeholders, Including the community at farge. . 

5. As a condition of th~ir re-zoning approval, Onni should be required to either settle any 
disagreements with the tenants regarding their existing leases or pe(mit the tenants to 
continue operating untillhe end of their term as agreed to in the leases. 

6. We wish to inform City Councillhat the Tim Hortons (ease has no early termination clause Dr 
demolition clause, so it is abundantly clear that there are no legal grounds for termination 
available to Onni. 

7. We feel that if City Council were to approve Onni's applicallon 'as it stands, Onni would be 
encouraged to breach the terms of their leases and effectively close down the Tim Hortons, 
as well as the other businesses, causing many employees to lose their Jobs. 

8. Further, we are concerned that Onni's development plans will affect the access and parking 
(or" all of the businesses at this' location. We would like to know if Onni's construction plans 
will impede access to our property and effectively kill our business. 

9. Finally, the proposed re-zoning. would force all of the businesses into a legal limbo because 
they would be non-conforming with the proposed zoning, a status that no bUSiness ~wner 
would want. Non-conforming status could impact our ability to refurbish, renovate and alter 
our operations at this location, which would most certainly occur over the remaining 20 year 
term of our lease. 
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~O. Tim Hortons and our Franchls.ee are positive contributOrs to the Richmond community. We 
operate several locations in Richmond that have employed hundreds of local residents over 
the yea~s. 

11. We have been, and continue to be, a strong supporter of numerous local charities and 
organizations thru the Timbits Minor- Sports Program, the Tim Hortons Community Cruiser, 
and the Tim Horton Children's Foundation. This could all be lost if Onni re~zoning application 
were to proceed as planned. 

12. We would respectfully request that if the City wishes to proceed with the re-zoning, that the 
City require as a condition of the re-zoning that Onnl: 

(a) In~lude some commen~lal or retail space in the development that could accommodate 
our operations; and 

. . 
(0) settle any lease issue with Tim Hortons and the other businesses at this location. 

Thank you for your consideration . 

. Yours very truly. 

THE TDL GROUP CORP, 

William Cao 
Legal Counsel 

2 
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E.I3CO INOUSTRIES 

Schedule 4 to the Minutes of 
the Council Meeting for 

,Public Hearings held on 
;>()C)( Tuesday, May 22, 2012. 

L TO. 

CELEBRATING sn YEARS 11\1 ElJSINC;:'; 

May 18, 2012 

The Mayor and Council, 

City of Richmond, 

6911 No.3 Road, 
Richmond, BC, V6Y 2C1 
Via Fax: 604-278-5139 

Dear Mayor and Council: 

,To Public Hearing 
Date: I7M';:?'?'@!2 
Item /I ~ 
Re: £.6'8 Y 

RE: Development Appllc;ulon by Onni at 7731 and 7771 Alderbridge WilY, RIchmond 

We are the owners of the property at 7851 Alderbridge Way and the property at 72?O River 
Road in Richmond. We have owned these properties since 1968 and 1972 respectively, As (he 
Mayorand Council is aware, we established and have been operating two family owned 
manufacturing Companies, namely Ebco Industries and Advanced Cyclotron Systems Inc. at 
these premises since 1969, Currently, there are about 300 employees between the two 
'Companies ranging from Engineers and Scientists to uniquely qualified technicians and licensed 

tradesmen. 

We are well aware that with the availability of the Canada line, ours and other adjacent lands in 
the area have become suitable for redevelopment to "higher land uses" including commercial 
and high density residential..To this end; we, as the owne'rs of these lands for over 44 years, 

wish to ensure that re-developrnent of any properties in our immedia~e vicinity do not in any 
way interfere with the current and future "highest and best" land use of our lands. May we 
respeCtfully submit that the highest land values and the equity in our lands are critical to the 
ope"ration & success of our current Companies. Furthermore, protcctir"lg the" highest and best" 
land values is even more critical forthe future relocation of the current Companies, 

For all of the above reasons, we must respectfully inform the Mayor and Council of our 
objection~ related' to "View Corridor" considerations included on Page 10 in the Report 
(File RZ 11-585209 ) from Director of Development to Planning Committee d()ted April 10, 2012 

in support of application by Onni for properIies at 7731 and 7771 Alderbridge Way from 
Inaustrial Reta'il to High Density Low Rise Apartments, We firmly believe that any view corridor 
considerations, implied or express by the City of Richmond, for this application will adversely 
affect the ma rket value of our property at 7280 River Road, 

Your Worship Mayor Brodie and esteemed Councilors, we have owned the property at 7280 

River Rotld since 1972 and we do not now want the future market value or the redevelopment 
potential of this property diminished or limited or constrained in any way by virtue of the 

expectations for a view corr:idor directly opposite our "property mentioned in {l City of Richmond 
Plannirg Report, Furthermore, we believe"any consideration of a view corridor by the City" of 
Richmond in favor of a private property owner is equivalent (0 Council conferring a significant 

benefit for that developer while at the same time negatively impacting our lands as the view 

EbCI) In,jlJ~l,'ip.s LI.d, 7851 Aldcrbridqe W6'I, H)(';1i1T11),u"l, Brir.lsh CoOlumbi-s " Canada" V6X ,2A4 
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ebco 
roseD INOUSTF'lIES LTD 

CE LESnAT IN G 50 yeAH:"; IN OU~INESS , 

corridor is being given or implied over our lands thus limiting or diminishing or causing 
additional constraints on our lands. 

Given that any view corridor considerations, however minimal, still negatively affect our 
property at 7280 River Road and 7851 Alderbridge (in way of future redevelopment), we must 

respectfully request the Mayor and Council to NOT grant o~y view corridor considerations to the 
above development and that the c\Jrrent view corridor language be removed entirely from here 

on prior to any further approvals . . 

We <lre hopeful t~at the Mayor and Council 'fould grant our retjuest given that: 

• oLir request onlv seeks to protect our lands and does not in any way limits the scope of 

the above developmen1:. 

• ' that we have owned these lands for over 44 years. 

• that the. success of our two Companies, Ebco Industries 'and Advanced Cyclotron 
Systems Inc, with 300 hig~(y paid jobs and growing heavily depends on the continUIng 
" highest and Bes't" land values for financing of the two Companies, 

• we have been a strong Corporate stakeholder for {he City of Richman d providing 
significant support to the city of Richmond '5 cultural goals including Museums " etc. 

We will be pleased to meet the Mayor and Coun'eil in person should it be so required . 

Yours truly, 

Ich 

Chai rman of the Board 

cC: 

George Duncan, CAO, City of Rlchmond (Via email: gduncan@richmond.Gl ) 
Brian Jad:s!Jn, Director of Development (Via email : bjackson@richmond.ca ) 
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City of 
Richmond 

Extract From: 

Special (Clo'sed) Council Meeting 
Monday, June 4, 2012 

Minutes 

RES NO. ITEM 

SIC12/4-1 

SIC12/4-3 

AGENDA ADDITIONS (AND DELETIONS) AND COMMUNITY 
CHARTER CLOSED MEETING COMPLIANCE FOR 
ADDITIONAL ITEMS 

It was moved and seconded 
(1) That tlte RCMP Contract, be added to the agenda as Item No.2, and 

the previous Item No.2 now be Item No.3; and 

(2) Council hereby declares that the meeting held at 4:00 p.m. on 
Monday, June 4, 2012, is to be closed to the public and that the basis 
of this closure is that tlte following items on the agenda of this 
meeting comply witlt the following closed meeting criteria specified in 
Section 90 of the Community Charter: 

Item 1 90(1)(i) - tlte receipt of advice that is subject to soLicitor
client privilege, including commullicatums 
necessary for that purpose,' and 

Item 2 90{l)(c) - labour relations or other employee relatiolls; and 

Item 3 90(1)(k) -negotiations and related discussions respecting tlte 
proposed provision of a municipal service that are 
at their preliminary stages and that, in the view of 
lite council, cou.ld reasonably be expected to harm 
tlte interests of the municipality if they were !teld 
in public. 

CARRIED 

**************************************** 

The Closed Meeting was opened to the public to consider the following: 

**************************************** 

It was moved and seconded 
That tlte following resolution (Resolution No. PH12/5-6)J adopted at the 
Regular Council Meeting for Public Hearings held on Tuesday, May 22, 
2012, be rescinded: 
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City of 
Richmond 

Extract From: 

Special (Closed) Council Meeti'ng 
Monday, June 4, 2012 

Minutes 

RES NO. ITEM 

SIC12/4-4 

SIC12l4-5 

SIC12/4-6 

That, in relation to this rezoning, as a furtlter condition of fourth 
reading of tlte Bylaw, that any leases registered on title, including tlte 
lease in favour of Tim Rorlons Canada, would he discharged. 

CARRIED 

It was moved and seconded 
That third reading of Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500, Amendment Bylaw 
No. 8884 be rescinded. 

CARRIED 

It was moved and seconded 
That Richmond Zonbtg Bylaw 8500, Amendment Bylaw No. 8884 he 
referred to the Public Hearing scheduledfor June 18, 2012 at 7:00 pm in 
the COlUlcil Chamhers at RichffWnd City Hall 

CARRIED 

RESOLUTION TO CLOSE THE MEETING TO THE PUBLIC 
It was moved and seconded 
That the Special Council Meeting he closed to the public (5:21 p.m.) (in 
accordance with the resolution on closure and compliance adopted earlier 
in this meeting). 

CARRIED 

**************************************** 
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June 11, 2012 

City of Richmond 
6911 No.3 Road 
Richmond Be 
V6Y 2C1 

Attn: Brian Jackson, Director of Planning 

To !:Ublic Hearing 
Oata: i.l~ ! 11 ~ ""'1.-
Item #. It, 
Re: ~~ EZ:B if 

Re: Onni Rezon ing Application RZ 11 585209 - Objections by Tim Hortons (TOl Group Corp.) and 
Mike Rasberry. Owner/Operator Tim Hortons 11 2324 

Mr. Jackson, 

Pursuant to your request, I write in an effort to provide some background and clarification surrounding 
the above noted subject matter. I am in receipt of three documents; a letter from Mike Rasberry, 
Owner/Operator Tim Hortons #2324 da ted May 10, 2013, a le tter from William Cao, legal Counsel TDl 

Group Corp., and the meeting minutes of the Regular Council Meeting for Public Hearings, May 22, 

2012. 

It is important to convey that Onnl acquired this property with a lease to Tim Hortons in place. For 
cla rity the tenant is The TDL Group Ltd. {"TOlH) (Franchisor) and not Mike Rasbe rry Owner/operator of 

Tim Hortons Store # 2324 (Franchisee). In becoming the successor in interest to the lease, we began 
communicating directly with the tenant, TOl, as is appropriate. However, through correspondence in 
relation to the relocation of the store operated by Mr. Rasberry, we were led t o believe Mr. Rasberry 
was being informed of what was being discussed surrounding his business. Mr. Rasberry informed us he 
has visited several potential alternative locations fo r his business as proposed by Onni. These locations 
were proposed directly to TOL who we can only conclude passed this in formation on to Mr. Rasberry. 

With respect to TOl, we have been communicating with them since July, 2011. Our discussions have 
included our intentions regarding the future redevelopment of the property, the financia l feasibility of 
an early lease termination, and relocation of the operation of Mr. Rasberry's store upon satisfactory 
terms. There has been a significant amount of formal communication in the form of emails, letters, 
phone calls and meetings commencing October, 2011 through to May, 2012. I point this out because in 
Section 4 of Mr. Cao's letter, he states Onni has not formally Indicated to TOL Group its intensions for 
this development. This statement is factua lly false at best. Fo r Council's interest I have outlined a 

time line of our discussions below: 

July 81
1), 2011 - formal written notice from Onni to TOL Group with notification of new 

ownership of the property. 

0« RICH~ 
",4. DATE 01< a \:) 

Suite 300 ~ 5S0 Robson 51. 

Vancouver. British Columbia 

Canada V68287 

PIIO"lE 6046027711 
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October 31'\ 2011- formal written communication from TOl to Onni acknowledging that Onni 
has advised TOl of new ownership and its intent to redevelop the property into four 
condominium buildings. TOl notes Onni's rezoning applic<ltion submitted to the City. 
November 2ncr, 2012 - Email from Onni to TOl acknowledging receipt ofTOl's October 31't letter 
and suggesting to TOL that both groups have some dialogue regard ing TDl and Franchisee's 
concerns 
November 17th

, 2012 - Video Conference call between Onni and Tim Hortons corpor<lte officers: 
Jim Preston, Sr. Regional V.P. Western Canada, Greg Vogeli, Sr. Regional V.P . Development 
Western Canada, and David MacKelgan, Manager of Real Estate Development Be, William Cao, 
Tal Group legal Counsel. Note: Onni participated in this video conference at Tim Horton's 
regional office in langley, Be. 
December 6, 2012 - TOl issues meeting minutes of the November 17th conference call which 
include paints on relocation of Franchisee's store and losses in consideration of early 
termination of the lease. 
December 19th

, 2012 - forma l written notice from Onni to TOl acknowledging receipt of the 
meeting minutes and requesting a breakdown of losses due to early termination. 
February 1'\ 2012 - Correspondence between Onni and TDl regarding the sharing of more 
detailed information regarding Mr. Rasberry's business. 
February 23,d, 2012 - Onni and Dave Mackeigan, Manager of Rea l Estate and Development BC 
drive around to visi t potential locations for the relocation of the Mr. Rasberry's store. Mr. 
MacKeigall met Onni representatives at Mr. Rasberry's store and drove around with them to 
potential locations. 
March 1, 2012 - email correspondence from TDl to Dnni thank ing Onni for continuing to work 
with TOl to find a relocation site and asking if we have received a Development Pe rmit and if we 
have started pre-sales. 
March 19111

, 2012 - Conference call between Onn i and TDl to discuss matters further in 
particular rela ted to re location options for Mr. Rasberry's store. 
April 12th

, 2012 - Email correspondence between Onni and TDl Group regarding relocation 
options for Mr. Rasberry's store including three specific locations. 

In summary, based on the outline of correspondence to date, it is abundantly clear Onni and TOl have 
been engaged in detailed and forma l communications for some time. What's more, we believe Mr. 
R<lsberry who is the Franchisee has been kept up to speed byTDl with regards to the communication 
that has taken place to date. 

In closing, it is unfortunate Council was not provided aU of the relevant information with respect to the 
ongoing discussions surround ing the relocation of the Tim Horton's store prior to the May 22nd Public 
Hearing. 1 trust the information above provides a clearer picture of our efforts to engage Tim Hortons 
on matters related to the redeve lopment of our property. Should you have any questions, please do not 
hesitate to contact me 

,E>\>-lirfyis 
V.P . Development 

SUite 300 - S50 Robson Sl. 
V,meoullar. Bri tish Columbia 

C .. nada WB 287 

PHONE 604602771 1 

F ... X 604 bee 7907 
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Send a Submission Online (response #681) 

MayorandCouncillors 

From: City of Richmond Website [webgraph ics@richmond.ca] 

Sent: June 7, 2012 8:05 PM 

To: MayorandCounclliors 

Subject: Send a Submission Online (response #681) 

Categories: 08-4100-02-01 - Development - Inquiries and Complaints - General 

Send a Submission Online (response #681) 

Survey Information 
, 

Site: City Website 
r--

Page Title: Send a Submission Online 

I URL: http://cms.richmond.ca/Page1793.aspx I 

--

Page 1 of 1 

T a P~lic Hearing 
Oat. ; J~ (8, ;le1Z-
Item II. Iv I 

R.~~~<;l8±: 

--

r -- ---.-..... ---.. --.--~----

! Submission Time/Date: 6/7/20128:08:02 PM - , 

Survey Response 

Your Name: Sally Mercer 
-

Your Address: 303-8880 No. One Road 

Subject Property Address OR 
8884 

Bylaw Number: 
-

With all the High Density Apartments being 
Built on River Road and NO plans for New 

Comments: 
Bridges. Council has to Stop development of . 
More Apartments until the Roadways are 
Given a Good Look. Industrial Retail used to 
be a priority. 

of( RieHM. 
... "" DATE ~10 

(} 
JUN 1 2 2012 

c· ~ 
'l-;. RECEIVED f<'<"" 
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06112/2012 
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