a4 Richmond 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, 1°' 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 (@ Wendy Walker, 4525 Fraserbank Place
3. Submissions from the floor.

Council Consideration:
1. Action on second and third readings of Bylaw 8750.

PH-1
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Page

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 () JKelvin L eung, 28-6000 Alder Street

PH-158 (b) DeterKno, 9293 Romaniuk Drive,

PH-159 (c) RongZzhang, 6431 No, 2 Road

PH-160 (d) Ajmer Ghag, on behalf of the residents of 5260 Maple Road
PH-162 (e) ZAlitafung 114-.8751 Ceneral Currie Road,

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

PH-164 (9) Man Ying Lee, 6240 Maple Road

PH-165 (h) Sord 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 87609.

PH-2
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PH-171

PH-183

3529794

3.

4.

Zoning Amendment Bylaw 8825 (RZ 11-582830)
(File Ref. No. 12-8060-20-8825, RZ 11-582830) (REDMS No. 3374326, 3520405)

=t 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.

[]

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 Desighation 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.

PH-3
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PH-213

3529794

5.

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 888L1.

[]

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

~=e¢ Page PH-213 for full report
Location: City Centre Area
Applicant: City of Richmond
Purpose: To amend Richmond Official Community Plan Bylaw 7100,

First Reading:

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.

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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PH-223

PH-243
PH-245

PH-247

3529794

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

[]

2. Adoption of Bylaw 8888.

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.

(@) Wendy Leung, 5791 Garrison Road

o

3.  Submissions from the floor.

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

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)

PH-5
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PH-261

3529794

8.

Purpose:

First Reading:

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.

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.

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:
Applicant:

Purpose:

First Reading:

11340 Williams Road
Khalid Hasan

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.

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

PH-292

3529794

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)

ee Page PH-277 for full report
Location: 7431 Francis Road
Applicant: Avion Homes Ltd.

Purpose of OCP Desighation 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.

(a) RoyBudai, 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

PH-315

PH-317

3529794

10. Zoning Amendment Bylaw 8902 (RZ 09-496145)
(File Ref. No. 12-8060-20-8902, RZ 09-496145) (REDMS No. 3496755, 3521256)

11.

—=66.2a0e PH-203 for full report,

Location:
Applicant:

Purpose:

First Reading:

7840 Bennett Road
Timothy Tse

To rezone the subject property from “Single Detached
(RS1/E)” to “Infill Residential (R12)”, 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.

May 28, 2012

Order of Business:

1.  Presentation from the applicant.

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

(@ Wen Jun Mo, 7808 Bennett Road

3.  Submissions from the floor.

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

Zoning Amendment Bylaw 8904
(File Ref. No. 08-4040-01) (REDMS No. 3522269, 3522826)

—=te.bage PH-317 for full reporf,
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.

PH-8
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PH-324

PH-329

PH-419
PH-430

PH-421

3529794

12.

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.

(@) Jerry Flynn

3.  Submissions from the floor.

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

[]
[]

2. Adoption of Bylaw 8904.

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

Extract from the Minutes of the Public Hearing held on Mav 22, 2012,
Extract from the Minutes of the Special Council Meeting held on June 42012

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.

(@ Mike Rasberry, Tim Hortons Restaurant, #125-7771 Alderbridge
Way

PH-9
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Page

PH-426
PH-428

PH-432

PH-434

(b)
(©)

(d)

(€)

William Cao, Legal Counsel, Tim Hortons, The TDL Group Corp.

Helmot Eppich, Chairman of the Board, Richard Eppich, CEO and
President, Ebco Industries Ltd., 7851 Alderbridge Way

Beau Jarvis, V.P. Development, ONNI Real Estate Development,
300-550 Robson Street

Sally Mercer, 303-8880 No. 1 Road

3.  Submissions from the floor.

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

ADJOURNMENT

3529794
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City of Richmond _
Planning and Development Department Report to Committee

To: Planning Committee Date: May 7, 2012

From: Brian J. Jackson, MCIP

Director of Development 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 of 22560, 22600 and 22620 Gilley Road from “Single
Detached (RS1/B)” to “Town Housing (ZT11) - Hamilton”, be referred to the June 18, 2012
Public Hearing.

Brian J. Jackson, MCIP
Director of Development

Bl:ke
Att,
FOR-ORlGlNATlNG DEPARTMENT USE ONLY
ROUTED To: CONCURRENCE | CONCURRENCE OF ACTING GENERAL
ANAGER
Transportation YE'ND Y 0
Engineering Planning Y&NO f%%é’}ztﬂ'ﬂ &/
Sustainability Unit ya'Nno |/
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May 7, 2012 -2- RZ 06-344606

Staff Report
Origin

Kaiman Enterprises Co. Ltd has applied to the City of Richmond for permission to rezone 22560,
22600 and 22620 Gilley Road (Attachment 1) from Single-Detached (RS1/B) to Town Housing
(ZT11) — Hamilton zoning in order to permit development of a 35 unit townhouse project.

Public Hearing Referral - 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 following as it related to the proposed
townhouse development:

“That the application by Kaiman Enterprises Co. Ltd. for a rezoning at 22560, 22600
and 22620 Gilley Road be referred buck to staff for further review of the following:
(i) Routing of traffic through the neighbourhood;

(ii) Soil and fill conditions in the neighbourhood generally, and specific to the
proposed project;

(iii)  Vehicle access to the site from Gilley Road during construction and on o
permanent basis;

(iv)  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; and

v Parking and fill arrangements in existing townhouse developments in the
Lower Westminster Area that have incorporated parking on the first level,
underneath the residences.”

Purpose

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

Revised Project Description

The proposal involves developroent of a 35 unit townhouse development in the Lower
Westminster Sub-Area contained in the Hamilton Sub Area, which permits a variety of low-
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 comer 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 1s 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.

3519618 PH - 12



May 7, 2012 -3- RZ 06-344606

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 fourplex configurations. Duplex unit types are concentrated along the Rathburn
Drive/Tumer Street frontage to be consistent with the existing form 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 Drive/Turner Street), units that
front onto Rathburn Drive/Turner 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
prefiminary site plan and elevations.

Findings of Fact

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

A copy of the staff report considered at May 16, 2011 Public Hearing is contained in
Attachment 4.

Surrounding Development

To the North: Properties zonied Agricultural (AG1) in the ALR to the west and properties zoned
Single-Detached (RS1/B) to the east on the north side of Gilley Road

To the East: A low-density townhouse development zoned Town Housing (ZT11) — Hamilton
and properties zoned Single-Detached (RS1/F).

To the South: Properties zoned Single-Detached (RS1/B).
To the West: Properties zoned Single-Detached (RS1/B).

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 Rathbum Drive/Turner
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/Tumer Street connection, which improves traffic circulation to
the existing single-family neighbourhood only. Works to complete the Rathburn
Drive/Tumer 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 will bencfit the neighbourhood.

35196)8 PH-13




May 7, 2012 -4 - RZ 06-344606

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) js 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
resulfs in two primary responses to accommodate residential development:

s 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 coastruction of
craw] spaces to comply with the necessary FCL.

o Low-density residential townhouse developments in the Lower Westminster Area
portion of the Harsilton Area Plan have minimized the placement of fill on 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. This approach involves
minimal placement of fill on the development sjte to permanently raise the site grade.

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

A majonty 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/Tumer Street connection), the elevation
increases significantly to meet the existing grade of the road and single-family residential
subdivision (1.¢., 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
simuar to swrounding single-family dwellings. Please refer to Attachment S for an
illustration 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 ts 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.
s 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 retated habitat.

As aresult, the following cross-section 1s 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
waikway.
¢  Minimum 6.1 m wide aspbalt 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 delincators for the walkway and tie-in to the top-of bank of the canal.
¢ Minimum 0.6 m wide gravel shoulder tie-in to the existing watercourse on the north
side of Gilley Road.
o The detailed design and construction of identified works to Gitley 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 tvpe 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 (RS1/B)
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 RS1/B). Based on the size of the three subject properties,
development of 2 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 Drive/Turner
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 of the lots would be close to matching the existing
residential lots fronting Rathburn Drive and Turner Street and FCL 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 developmeat 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 {evel 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 fill to be placed on the development site for ejther 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.
e Temporacily 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 al} 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 living/habitable space. For this type of
residential townhouse development, the amount of fill placed on property is minimal. In
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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.

This model of townhouse development in the Lower Westminster Area has developed
adjacent to existing single-family dwellings, City parks and other townhouse 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. Tn some cases, townhouse developimeuts 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 1ssues related to the rezoning proposal:
e 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 sidewalks.
o Lack of parking on Gilley Road when compared to an abundance of parking available in
the Rathburn Drive/Turner 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 Hamilton 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 1s 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 storm, water and sanitary systems
are required to be done in accordance with the approved capacily 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., Rathburmn Drive/Turner
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 minimat disturbance to existing
RMA’s.

As the above works will be undertaken within the S m RMA, the developer is required to engage
a professional environrpental 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

The following sections highlight new works and rezoning considerations associated 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, 2011).

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:

e Minimum 6.1 m wide asphalt driving surface.

o  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-of bank of the canal.

e 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 Gilley Road frontage) is proposed. This will be a permanent pathway established on the
development site connecting 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 will address design and construction. The
pathway design will consist of a minimum 2.5 m wide hatd 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 genera! 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 sufficient 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 Rathbum 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).

e 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.

e Registration of a legal agreement to secure the 4.5 m wide publie-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 of 22560 & 22600 Gilley Road for the Rathbum Drive/Tumer
Street connection.

o 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.

e Submission and approval of a Servicing Agreement to design and construct:

o The Rathbumn Drive/Turner Street connection.
o Public pathways (north-south/east-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 o1l grit sump infrastructure associated with the on-site drainage
system to filter storm 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.
o Voluntary contributions (in the applicable amount) to the City’s affordable housing,
public art and cash in lieu of indoor amenity space fund.
e Registration of the appropriate legal agrecments to:
o Secure a Flood Plain Covenant (with a minimum FCL of 3.5 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/Tumer 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) connecting 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 of traffic 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/Tumer
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 resuit in minimal impact to the
watercourses.

In response to comments arising from the May 16, 201! Public Hearing, the following has been
confirmed:
e 2-3m of temporary fill material will be placed on the subject property as part of the
preload site preparation for the proposed townhouse development.
e No piling will be undertaken as part of the site preparation.
e A townhouse development will result in less permanent fill/soil materials placed on the
site when compared to a single-family subdivision and redevelopment.
e 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 Rathbum Drive and Turrer
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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e This approach to site preparation and minimum amounts of permanent fill placed on
property to raise elevation responds to concems from the neighbourhood about impacts of
filt and piling methods and related disturbances to surrounding properties.

Conclusion

The proposal to rezone the subject site to Town Housing (ZT11) ~ Hamilton zoning to permit a
35 unit fow-density residential development has been revised to respond to the neighbourhood
concerns and Councit referral 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 S: Diagram of Grade Differences on Subject Site

Attachment 6: Public Correspondence

Attachment 7: Rezoning Considerations
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6911 No. 3 Road

www.richmaond.ca
604-276-4000

Richmond, BC V6Y 2Ci

City of Richmond

Development Application

Data Sheet

H2
RZ 06-344606 Attachment 3

Address:

22560, 22600 and 22620 Gilley Road

Applicant:

Kaiman Eaterprises Company Ltd.

Planning Area(s):

Hamilton Sub Area Plan — Lower Westminster

Owner:

Existing

Kaiman Enterprises Ltd.

| Proposed

No change

Site Size (m?):

6,441 m” for combined three
properties

5,776 m* (consolidated lots minus
road dedicalions)

Land Uses:

Single-family zoned lofs — vacant

Low-density townhouses

OCP Area Plan Designation:

Small and Large Lots Single-
Family Residential; Two Family
Residential; Townhouse
Residential; & Institutional

e Complies with Townhouse
Residential.

e Complies with 25 units per
acre maximuom

Zoning: Single-Detached (RS1/B) Town Housing Hamilton (ZT11)
Number of Units: N/A — Vacant 35 units
Other Designations: Riparian Management Area - 5 m No change

along Gilley Road frontage

On Future
Subdivided Lots

Bylaw Requirement

Proposed Variance

- 25 upa identified in

Density (units/acre): Hamilton Area Plan — 24 uypa none permitted
Lower Wesiminster

Floor Area Ratio: Max. 0.6 FAR 0.6 FAR none permitted
Lot Coverage — Building: Max. 35% 35% none
(Sri)tt:)ack - Gilley Road Front Yard Min. 6 m 75m none
Setback — Rathburn Drive Front Min 6 m 6m
Yard {m): ' none
Setback — Side & Rear Yards (m):
West None 45m none
Setback — Side & Rear Yards (m): None 1m none
East
Height (m): 1086 m 9.73m none
Off-stree{ Parking Spaces — . .
Regular (R) / Visitor (V). 70 (Ryand 7 (V) per unit | 70 (R) and 7 (V) per unit none

3519618
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On Future

Subdivided Lots

Bylaw Requirement

Proposed

Variance

. ) - 35 stalls parked in variance
Tandem Parking Spaces: No provisions tandem requested
Amenily Space — Indoor: n/a Cash-in-lieu none
Amenity Space — Qutdoor: 6 m? per unit 210 m? none
Other:  N/A
3519618 PH - 29



COPY OF MAY 16 2011 PUBLIC HEARING  ATTACTMENTS

'STAFF REPORT

R 74 City of Richmond ]
A%, Planning and Development Department Report to Committee
To: Planning Committee ‘ Dafe: March 30, 2011
From: Brlan J. Jackson

Dirsctor of Development File: RZ 08-344606

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

Staff Recommendation

That Bylaw No. 8750, for the rezoning of 22560, 22600 and 22620 Gilley Road from “Single
Detached (RS1/B)” to “Town Housing (ZT11) - Hamilton”, be introduced and given first
reading.

Brian J. Jackson
Director of Development

Bl:ke
Att,
FOR ORIGINATING DEPARTMENT USE ONLY
ROUTED TO; . CONCURRENCE | CONCURRENCE OF GENERAL NMANAGER
Affordable Housing Y&'NDO %\/y Ayr o7y
/ e /
3170734 . ] PH - 273

PH - 30
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- Staff Repaort

Orlgin

Kaiman Enterprises Co, Ltd. has applied to the City of Richmond for pennission to rezone
22560, 22600 and 22620 Gilley Road (Attachment 1) from Single-Detached (RS1/B) to Town
Housing (ZT11) — Hamilton zoning irr order to permit developmerit of a.35 0nit townhouse
project,

Project Description

The subject properties, located in the Hamilion Area, are contained in the Lower Westminster
Sub-Area-where land uses permit.a varlety of low-density residential developments. This project
facilitates the completion of Rathburn Drive and Tumer Street that would service the proposed
townhouse. project and surroimding single-family residential subdivision in the neighbourhood.
Vehicle access to the proposed townhouse developrment will be from the newly constructed
Rathburm Drwe/Turnex Street connection. No vehicle acoess will be provided from Gif {ey Road.
The project will have townhouse units frontmg Gilley Raad t6 the north and Rathburn
Drive/Turiier Street to the south. Townhouse buildings range from duplex to fourplex 3 storey
building typologies that are arranged around a centrally located outdoor amenity atea, Please
refer to Attachment 2 for a prehmmary site, building elevation and landscape plan.

A public pedestrian-pathway: along the west side of the subject site is being secured through this
development. This will enable a ditect connection betweeh the residential subdivision and Gilley
Road, which will facilitate improved pedestrian movements to the commumty services and
shoppmg centre Joeated to the east of Westminster Highway and Gilley Road intersection:

FindIngs of Fact
A Development Application Data Sheet providing dctalls about the proposal is contained in
Attachmerit 3,

Surrounding Development

To the Norcth: Properties zoned Agricultoral (AG1) in the ALR to the west and properties Zoned
Single-Detached (RS1/B) (o the east on the north side of Gilley Road

To the East: A low-density townliouse development zoned Town Housing (ZT11) — Hamilton
and properties zoned Single-Detached (RS1/F).

To the South: Properties zoned Single-Detached (RS1/B).
- To the West: Propemes zoned Smg[e Detached-(RS. I/B)

Related Pollcies & Studles

Official Community Plan — Hannlton Sub Area Plan

The subject sites are located in Hamilton and subject to-the land use pohcws and-designations
applicable to lhis sub area. Residential growth and rédevelopment is permitted in thé area of
Hemilton that is geneially locatéd south-of Gilley' Road along Westrinster Highway..

1170734 PH - 274
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This area is contained in the Lower Westminster Area Plan of Hamilton (Attachment 4), which
identifies a variety of permitied residential fand uses ranging from single-family, duplex and
townhouse. The low-densitly 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. Currently, there are a total of 532 units that have been built (or
approved for development through rezouning) in the Lower Westiminster Area Plan, Based on
this figure, the development proposal complies with the overall unit maximum and permits
additional growth (approximately 133 units) on the remaining propetrties that have not
redeveloped. ‘

Agricultural Land Reserve Buffer

The OCP also contains guidelines for providing an appropriate buffer to developments that are
adjacent to or across from the Agricultural 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 f.) buffer distance 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 guidelines. The
Development Permit application will detail the on-site landscape scheme to be implemented on
the development site. '

Riparian Management Area

A 5 Riparian Management Area (RMA) exists along the subject site’s Gilley Road frontage.
The 5 m RMA {s associated with a watercourse/canal located on the north.and south sides of
Giltey 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 confirmed the location of the S m RMA setback line {measured from top of bank).
The site plan indicates that no works associated with the townhouse development (buitdings
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:

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

o Removal of existing driveway crossings.

o Potential removal of trees and vegetation.

3170724 PH - 275
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Fusther review of the impact of these works along with any measures of protection during
construction on the RMA will be undertaken along with the nacessary consultation with and
apptoval from exterhal agencies (Department of Fisheries and Oceans) through the Development
Permit and Servicing Agreement process, Recommended mitigation measures will also be
examined as part of the RMA-assessment. :

Consulitation -

Agricultural Advisory Committee (AAC) :

The rezoning:propasal was referred to the AAC for review and oomment in July 2007 as the
subject site is located adjacent to the Agricultwal Land Reserve (ALR) to'the northwest. Gilley.
Road currently consists of a paved road,. gravel/grass shoulders and ditchés on both-sides that
separates the existing residential development to. the south and agricultural areas to the north.
The. AAC had no objections to the project and supported the proposed buffer area withiin the 6 m
setback along Gilley Road. Some concerns were noted about the alignment of the proposed
pedestrian pathway running along the west edge of the development, which would increase the
potential amount of pedestrian traffic adjacent to agricultural aress.

Staff reviewed.the location of the pedestrian pathway through the site based on AAC concerns
and recommend that the public walkway be maintained on the west side of the site for the
following reasons;

»  Gilley R'Oa'd,p‘rov-ides an existirg sepatation between the dévelopment and ALR
lands. The road, in conjunction with open ditches on both sides, serves as a,
sigpificant buffer to discourage potential trespassing onto farmtand for pedestrians
walking along Gilley Road,

* An existing walkway approximate]'y 100 m west of the subject sites already provides
pedestrian access for the single- famlly residences south of Gilley Read. The
provision of a publicly accessible walkway through the.development site will
potentially reduce the éxposure distance between farmland and pedestrians walking
along Gilley Read, which will furthcr mmmnzc opporlumtles {0 trespass.onto
agricultural areas.

o The proposed location.of th_e wallway on the west edge of the site is the optimal
location to.ensure maximum visibility and usage by pedestrians.

Further details about the:composition of the walkway and ALR landscape buffég_wi'll be-
determined through the forthcoming Development Permit application, which will also be
reviewed by the AAC,

Pubflic Input

Correspondence Received

Correspondence identifying questions and concerns.about the Jand uise proposal and related
impacts is contained in Attachment 5. Throughout the processing of the reézoning application,
staff responded to a number of inguiries relating to the status of tie application and concerns
about site works and preparation activities.on the subject properties.
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Staff Response to Public Comments

The following are staff responses to concerns raised in the received couespondence

3170734

Land use issues and growth — The subj ec,_t site1s loc‘ated in an area where resideritial
redevelopment has been approved in accordance with the density-and unit/per acre
figures identified in the Lower Westminster porfion of the Hamilton Sub Aied Plan.

Routing of traffic through single-family residential nelghbourhood ~The
proponent has submitted a Traffic Impact Assessment in relation to the rezoning
application, which has also been teviewed and approved by the Transportation
Division. '

The assessment 'conéluded that the proposed access (from the newly constructed
Rathburn Drive/Turner Street) and surrounding road networlc is sufficient to -
accommodate the- 1ownhouse development _

Concerns were-also noted about the intersection at McLean Avenue and Westminsier
Highway, whichi is one of the access/egress poirits to.and from the neighbourhood and.
towrihouse-site: The signal at McLean Avenue and Westminster Highway was,
recently upgraded fo a filly signalized intersection to minimize queuing along
McLean Avenué and improve traffic iraprovements in and out.of the neighbourhood.

Gilley Road (Access, parking and pedestrian walleway) -~ Concerns were noted
about use of Gilley Road as an access and parking to the townhouse development,
The vehicle dccess will be from the south of the subject site through the newly
constructed Rathburn Drive and Turner Street. Vehicles will not travel down Gilley
Road to access the townhouse site. The-subject development also has 7 on-site visitor
parking stalls, which complies with City requirements.

A pedestrian pathway will-be provided along the Gilley Road frontage that connects
to the.north-south pathway located on the west side of the site. These works will
facilitate improved pedestrian infrastructure for travel from the single-family
residential neighbouthood and towrhouse site to the commercial shopping centre,
community centre and elementary school located on the east side of Gilley
Road/Westminster Flighway intersection.

Forthcoming Construction Activities — Concerns were also noted about the impact
of construction astivitiés, geo—techmoa] issues, site preparation and construction
related traffic..

In relation to.concerns about vibrations and related impacts to surrounding propertics
due ta construction activitiés associated with site fonndation work, the proponent has
consulted a geotechnical engineer. There is-a significant drop in elevation
(approximatcly 2.5m) from the grades of Rathburn Drive at the southern portion of
the site to Gilley Road to the north, A d résult, the overall development plan utilizes
the existing grade difference to minimize significant modifications to the subject.
sité's elevation, The proponent has indicated that the foundation for the townhouses
will involve a concrete base powred over piles. To address these concerns, the
applicant has indicated that piling activities will be monitored by & geotechnical
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consultant-who will also work with concerned neighbours to set up appropriate
sensors. ‘Depending on vibration generated from construction activities, measures can
be taken to minimize impact (i.e., pré-auger pile holes).

Neighbouthood residents-also fioted concerns related to the eondition of properties
.and site preparation activities that oceurred throtigh the processing of the rezoning
.application, In 2007, the applicant obtained the hecessary permits to demolish the
existing three single- famﬂy dwellings on the subjoect site due to site security,
vandalism and trespassing.

Construction traffic and parking will be addressed through the “Traffic and Parking
Plan During Consfruction™ plan that is required to be submitted and approved to the
Transportation Division prier to issuance of the building permit. This plan will
address construction parking, deliveries and loading along with any requested road
closures.

Examlnation of Issues and Analysis

‘Land Use Adjacency
The swrroynding land uses consxst of a:mix of single-famjly dwellings and townhouses. Public
road sefbacks-along Gilley Road-and Rathburn Diive-(to be constructed) will be a miinimum of
6 m, which i consistent with surrounding residential developments. Side and rear yard setbacks
throtighovit the townhouse site range from 3 m (for side yard adjacencies) and 4.5 m (for rear
yards), which provide sufficient setbaeks to neighbouring sites. '

Transportation
The project will facilitate the completlon and connection of Rathburs Drlve to Turner Strest,

which will also be the-prirmary vehicle access to the townhouse deve]opmcm site at'the souith end
of the property. A Traffic Impact Assessment was submitted and approved by the Transportation
Division in suppott of the townhouse development that concluded thaf the existing surrounding
road network was suffigient to accommodate traffic generated by the project.

The townhouse project provides. two parking stalls for cach townhouse unit with a fotal of

7 visitor parking stalls, which complies with Zoning bylaw requircmerits. 70 parking stalls are
proposed in tandem arrangement, which will require a variance to be reviewed through the
Development Permit.. A restrictive.covenant to ensure that tandem parking spaces are not
converted 10 living spaces.is required to be. registered on title as.a rezoning consideration, The
internal drive-aisle is arranged to accommeodate loading and fire-truck turning moveiments
throughout the townhouse project.

Road Improvemsents _

Completion and connection of Rathburn Drive and Tutner Street will also be facilitated through
this project. The southern portion (approxlmately 12.2m wide) of 22560 and 22600 Gilfey Road
will be dedicated to allow for constiuction of the necessary road works. The dedication and
works will facilitate completion of & municipal standard road within a 17-m wide road right-of-
way (8.5 m paved road, curb.and gufter, 1.5 m sidewalk and related City semces) The design
and constrtiction of the road works will be:through:the City’s standard servicing agreeniént. No
Developthent Cost Charge (RCC) credits are-applicable to-the identified road works. Land
dedication and roadwork construction (through a-Servicing Agreement) are rezoning
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considerations to be completed as, part of this.development (Attachment 6 — Consolidated list of
Rezoning Considerations)

Ax undeveloped road erd currently exists adjacert o the.southeast corner of the subject site.
This road end is not required for the connection of Rathburp Drive or Turner Street or for the
extension of the street further to the east. Upon redevelopment, dedication and roadwork:
associated with the subJect site, this dedicated road end will remain with the potential to develop
into a single-family dwelling (currently zoned RS1/B). If initiated in the future, disposition of
this dedicated toad erid will bé undertaken by thé Real Estaté Setvices Division in.accordance
with the applicable Coungil process: ;

Pedestiian Improvements

North-South Public Wallway :

A public pedestiian pathway on the west side of'the development site i§ being secured through a
public rights-of-passage (PROP) statutory right-of-way (ROW) to facilitate the implementation
of a north-south walkway connecting Rathburn Drive with Gitley 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 walloway will be through a Servicing Agreement
(secured as a rezoning consideration), The wallway desigr will consist of a minimuimn 25 at
wide hard surface pathway with landscape buffering on.each side. The public right-of-passage
statutory right-of-way will be required to be registered with Land Titles to allow public access
for pedestriatis, cyclists, scooters, wheelchairs (motonzed and non-motorized) and similar.types
of nori-vehicle related means of transport. The agreement will also specify that the 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 strafa corporation. The City will maintain the hard surface portion of the walkway.

Public Walkway — -Gilley Road

Wotks along the subject site’s Gilley Road frontage: are also proposed as part of this
development proposal to improve pedestiian related infrastructuie. Establishment of a separated
pedestrian walkway alongGilley Road will connect to the public north-south running wafleway
through the developmerit site. Pedestrian related upgrades along Gilley will facilitate 1mproved
movements to the ared east of Gilley Road/Westminster Highway intersection, which is a focus
of commercial, community and schioo] activitiés-for the Hamﬂton_ Area.

Along the subject site’s frontage, wotks will involve development of a 1.5 mi wide-asphalt
walkway on the south side of Giliey Road, which will be separated from traffic by an apprapriate
concrete extruded curb. These works are contained within the City’s existitig road allowance
and will be campleted through a Servicing Agreemeént. When the arca to thewest 6f the subject
properties tedevelop, the remainder of the pedestrian walleway works along Gilley Road to the
infersection at Westmmster Highway will be implemented.

Bngineering Capacity Analysis
Engineering. capacity analyses have been completed dnd approved, for City stérm, water and
sanitary sewer systems. Based on the findings capacity analyses, existing City systems have
sufficient capacity to accommodate the proposéd development, All works to tie-in to City storm,
water and sanitary systems are required to be done in accordance with the approved capacity
analysis. - -
3170934 _ ‘ PH -279
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Flood Construction Level
- The Flood Constructiont Level is 3.5 m on the subject site. As a result, a Flood Plain Covenant is
required to be registered on title that identifies & minimum Flood. Construction Level of 3.5 .

Servicing Agreement

Completion and approval of a Servicing Agreement is a rezoning consideration attached to the:
project. This servicing agreement will address works associated with the.design-and construction
of!

) Roadwork assoeiated with the Rathburn Drive and Tumer Street. connection.

s A 4.5m wide public pedestrian pathway along the developmcnt site’s west property
line (with appropriate culvert. crossing).

* A l.5m wide separated public pedestrian walkway along the south side of Gilley -
Road.

* Removal-of any existing: dnvcway culvert crossings along the subject site’s Gilley
Road frontage.

. Installatxon of an oil and gnt sump infrastructure associated with the on-site drainage
systein to filter storm water from the development site.

¢ Any-additional RMA mitigation and enhancement works based on the review by the
appropriate professional consultant and conditions associated with environmentel and
Department of Fisheries and Oceans approval,

ALR Landscape Buffer

A landscape buffer is proposed along the subject site’s Gilley Road frontage as a result of the:
ALR adjacency to the northwest. A more detailed landscape buffer scheme will be developed
through the forthcoming. Development Permit application. As a condition of rezening; a
restrictive covenant will be rchstered on title that indicates landscaping implemented along the
north side of the development site’s Gilley Road frontage cannot be rémoved of modified .
without Cily approval. The covenaftiwould identify that the landscape plahtiag is intended to be
a buffer' to mitigate the impacts of noise, dust and-odour generated from typical farm activities.
A.6 m setback along Gilley: Road enables Sufn01ent space to:implement the necessar y 1andscapc
buffer, S T

Tree Reterition and Removal
A tree survey and accompanying arborist feport was submxlted and rev1ewed by City staff. A
summary of tree removal and retention s provided in the following table

+ Al on—site trees fo be

On-site bylaw 17 Q 34 trees removed have been

sized trees recommended for removal
by | the consulting arborist.

¢ 6 {rees recommended for
removal have been identlfied
in poorhealth and not
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suitable for retention.

s 11 irees recommended for
removal have besn idantifled
In poor health and within the
proposed building locattons.

Off-slte Trees 8 TBD TBD Trees within Cily road allowance
{Gliley Road) also within RMA. To be .
reviewed through Development
Permit and Servicing Agreement

application.
Off-slte Trees Cedar To be N/A . Tree protection zone fencing to
(Neighbouring hedgerow retained : be installed

Jots)

Based on the condition of trees, supporting arborist repost and overall site plan, a majority of on-
site trees will be removed. A total of 34 trees will need to be replanted for compensation. A
preliminary landscape plan has been submitited to indicate that the minimum number of
compensation trees can be accommodated within the development site. Review and finatization
of the landscape plan will be undertaken in the forthcoming Development Permit application.

Affordable Housing

The subject rezoning was submiited in 2006 prior to the approval of the City’s current
Affordable Housing Strategy in May 2007, As a result, the City’s Interim Affordable Housing
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 voluntary contribution
for cash-in lieu in the amount of $22,388 based on the provisions of the Interim Affordable
Housing Strategy, which will be secured 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 site aud 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 (335,000 total contribution
based on 35 units). The voluntary confribution is being secured as a rezoning consideration.

Public Art Program

The developer has agreed to a voluntary contribution to the City’s Public Art Fund. The
contribution is based on $0.60 per square foot of developable density ($22,388 total
contribution). The voluntary contribution is being secured as a rezoning consideration.

Development Permlt 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 altached 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.
o Finalized design of the public walkway running along the west edge of the site.

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

¢ Minor variances for any proposed building projections into setbacks.

s Euvironmental and Department of Fisherics and Oceans approval for works. within
RMA and recommended mitigation/enhancement measures.

Financlal Impact or Economic limpact
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 Arca. Staff recommend support of the rezoning
application.

77

Kevin Eng
Planner 1
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Attachment 1: Location Map and Air Photo

Attachment 2: Conceptual Dévelopment and Landscape Plans
Attachment 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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ATTACHMENT 6

Eng, Kevin

From: Eng, Kevin

Sent: Friday, 15 July 2011 13:48

To: 'Wendy Walker'

Cc: MayorandCouncillors

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

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

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 1o the proposed project are to be reviewed by staff and the applicant and
addressed in any forthcoming application to be cansidered by Council.

Regards,

Kevin Eng

Policy Planning

City of Richmond

P. 604-247-4626 £: 604-276-4052
keng@richmond.ca

From: Wendy Walker [mailto:wgwalker@shaw.ca]

Sent: Friday, 15 3uly 2011 11:20 AM

To: Eng, Kevin; Wendy Watker

Cc: MayorandCouncillors

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 -----

'From: Wendy Walker

To: Eng, Kevin

Cc: MayorandCouncillors

Sent: Thursday, July 14, 2011 4:05 PM

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 cul 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. 1 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 guestion the validity of these.

Again, when I walk or drive through the area in guestion 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 avaitable parking it is hard to
believe that Giltey 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 haven't 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

----- Original Message --—-

From: Eng, Kevin

To: wgwalker@shaw.ca

Cc: MayorandCouncillors

Sent: Thursday, July 14, 2011 3:06 PM
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Subject: RE: 22560/22600/22620 Gilley Road Rezoning (RZ 06-344606)
Hi Wendy ang George Walker,

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

The rezoning application was referred by Richmong City Council at the May 16, 2011 Public 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 at 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 reporl on the application so that Councit is aware of your comments and
CONCerns.

Regards,

Kevin Eng

Policy Planning

City of Richmond

P: 604-247-4626 F: 604-276-4052
keng@richmond.ca

From: Wendy Walker [mailto:wgwalker@shaw.ca]

Sent: Wednesday, 13 July 2011 12:02 PM

To: Eng, Kevin

Cc: MayorandCouncillors; PlanningDevelopment

Subject: Re: 22560/22600/22620 Gifley Road Rezoning (RZ 06-344606)
Importance: High

Dear Kevin,

We were shocked to recently hear from a realtor that the rezoning of 22560/22600/22620 Gilley Road (RZ 06-344606) is going ahead with the traffic now
being diverted to Gilley Road. This Is completely contrary to what we have been sent in attachments from the city. W€ have been
verbally told in the past that Gilley was not an option.

The original 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 road~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. Itis 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 cul 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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ATTACHMENT 7

Rezoning Considerations
22560, 22600 and 22620 Gilley Road
RZ 06-344606

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 of 22560 and 22600
Gilley Road to facilitate a road right-of way with a minimum width of 17 m.

3. Registration on title of 2 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.

C.

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.

Maintenance of the surrounding landscaping and related elements (i.e., fencing) along
with general upkeep of the walkway (1.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 walkway.

4. Submission of a report by a professional environmental consultant to review all proposed
works in or adjacent to the existing S 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 of a Servicing Agreement* for the design and construction of the
following works (No Development Cost Charge Credits available):

a.

3819618

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 i wide sidewalk
and boulevard. Road works are required to match and connect with existing road
standard implemented for Rathburn Drive and Turner Street.

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.

Gilley Road upgrades between the vehicle access to the subject site and Westiinster
Highway to achieve the following road cross section:

1. Minimum 6.1 m wide asphalt driving sucface.

ii. Mimmum 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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10.

.

12.
13.

-

delineated with pavement markings or other traffic devices (i.e., delineators or
raised pavement markers). The 1.5 m wide pathway 1s required to be
designed 1o accommodate vehicle travel.

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

iv. Minimum 0.6 m wide gravel shoulder 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 storm water from the development site.

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

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

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

Registration on title of a restrictive covenant that prevents the removal or significant
modification of the 6 m wide landscape buffer screening atong 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.

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.

City’s acceptance of a voluntary contribution of $22,388 ($0.60 per square foot of
developable density) 1o the City’s public art fund.

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

Approval from the Ministry of Transportation and Infrastructure.

Submission and processing of a Development Permit 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.

2.

Submission of a letter of credit for the appropriate amount based on the approved
Development Permit landscape plan for the subject site.

Instaltation 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 refated 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.

¢. 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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¥ Richmond Bylaw 8750

Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500
Amendment Bylaw 8750 (RZ 06-344606)
22560, 22600 & 22620 GILLEY ROAD

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

1.

The Zoning Map of the City of Richmond, which accompanies and forms part of
Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500, is amended by repealing the existing zoning designation
of the following area and by designating it TOWN HOUSING (7ZT11) - HAMILTON.

P.I.D. 003-911-985
Parce] “A” (Explanatory Plan 29178) Lot 2 Section 2 Block 4 North Range 4 West New
Westminster Dystrict Plan 5334

P.L.D. 003-558-622
Parcel A (RDI14733E) Lot | Except: Part Subdivided by Plan 79860, Section 2 Block 4
North Range 4 West New Westminster District Plan 5334

P.I1D.010-724-915
Easterly Half Lot | 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 83500, Amendment Bylaw
8750.

FIRST READING APR 2 6 2011

A PUBLIC HEARING WAS HELD ON MAY 16 201

SECOND READING

THIRD READING

MINISTRY OF TRANSPORTATION
AND INFRASTRUCTURE

DEVELOPMENT REQUIREMENTS SATISFIED

ADOPTED

31882732

MAYOR CORPORATE OFFICER
PH - 48

CiTY OF
RICHMOND

APPROVED
oy,

APPROVED
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Send a Submission Oaline (response #690) Page | of 2

To Public Hearing
MayorandCouncillors Date; D2 L€\ 20k
. - _— e ——— - A‘t.m_a_ L_ e —y
From: City of Richmond Website [webgraphics@richmond.ca} @mm Q1§o
Sent: June 14, 2012 8:21 AM
To: MayorandCouncillors

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 Iniormatlon

Site: | Clty Websne -
Page Title: | Send a Submlssmn Onlme
URL: | ht‘(p.//cmsAnchmond.ca/Page1793.aspx
Submission Time/Date: | 6/14/2012 8:25:11 AM )

Survey Response
Your Name: Wendy Walker
Your Address: 4525 Fraserbank Place

RZ 06-344606

Subject Property Address OR
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 f
Public Hearing regarding the rezoning of '
22560/22600/22620 Gilley Road (RZ 08- f
| 344606) with vehicle access being diverted to |
| Gilley Road. This is completely contrary to
what we have been sent in attachments from
the city. We have been verbally told in the
past that Gilley was not an option. The
original documents state that all traffic will be
diverted via Turner Street. In speaking with
the city they also advised that once the dead
end near Turner was completed it would
actually create a greater traffic flow on Turner. |
Residents on Turner and surrounding streets
say ihey 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 placea |
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

PH - 49
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Send a Submission Online (response #690) Page 2 of 2

Comments:

06/14/2012

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, | 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 a2 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. Gilley Road at a
mere 16 feet, with no sidewalks, the ditches |
etc. is absolutely the wrong street for access.
We live on a cul 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 & greater traffic flow on Turner
and the subdivision was designed with this in
mind. Regards, Wendy and George Walker
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City of Richmond .
Planning and Developruent Department Report to Council

To: Planning Committee Date: Apnil 23, 2012

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

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 (RS1/E)”
to “Medium Density Townhouses (RTM3)”, be forwarded 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.

ﬁw vehyon/

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

BlJ:el
Aft.

FOR ORIGINATING DEPARTMENT USE ONLY  frr /4

ROUTED ToO: CONCURRENCE ’ C o'Fj\GENERAL MANAGER
| :
Affordable Housing Y gﬁ!ﬂ WM&W
Y N O

ONCURRE
Transportation / V{/
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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 A) from Single Detached (RS1/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 information 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.

This supplemental report is being brought forward now to provide information 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 information 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 Ne. 2 Road

Typically, new traffic signals are funded through the City’s Road DCC Program and prioritized
based on the Transportation Association of Canada (TAC) Signal warrant Analysis.

Based on the TAC 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 perform 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 rezoning, 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, compiete with audible pedestrian signals (APS). The works will incfude 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 determine the requirements of the
Servicing Agreement for the design and construction of off-site works, a functional pian
including road dimensions and road cross sections for all approaches is required. All proposed
transportation and traffic improvements are subject 1o review and final 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 concemns about the {ocation 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 houws.

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 driveway would be too
close to their shared dnveway, making it more difficult to enter and exit their shared dnveway,
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:

e 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.

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

o 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 Road/Maple 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 Mapte 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 afong 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 form, 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
along 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 form, and landscaping, will be
reviewed at the Development Permit stage.

Consultatidn:

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 Community
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 19 households are located within the notification area and an additional 6
households are located within the immediate neighbourhood bounded by Francis Road,
Woodwards Road, Gilbert Road, and No. 2 Road. Staff attended the Open House as observers.
Comment sheets were provided to all the attpdecsspd 43 responses were received (Appendix
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III). A copy of the Open House Summary prepared by the applicant is included in Attachment
G. A mapping of the responses received at the open house can be found in Attachment H. The
survey result is as follows:

e 16 attendants from [5 households within the notification area oppose the proposal;

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

s | aftendant from a household within the immediate quarter section support the proposal;

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

o 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[1. The concerns raised by these attendants are
similar to the comments received on the first round 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 1n Attachment I. 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 1V) 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 information 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 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 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). Towrhouse developments
are limited to properties fronting onto arterial roads, such as No. 2 Road, and are not
envisioned in the infernal 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 1s 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 (o address the adjacency issue and lo preserve
mature trees on site, the proposed development will be buill on existing grade, which is
approximately 1.37 m below the FCL, 0.80 m below the No. 2 Road sidewalk elevation,
and 0.25 m below the existing Maple Road elevation. The ground floor will be for
parking only and no habitable area is permitted. A low sloped 4-in-12 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 {8 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 of four (4)
visitor parking spaces on site, which is in compliance with 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 1o the easterly property boundary, it is feasible
to accommodate three (3) on-streef parking spuces 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 {0 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 intersection at No. 2 Road and Maple Road more dangerous.

Transportation Division staff have conducted field rraffic counts and performed an
intersection operational analysis as par! 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 fo 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 geomelry.

In addition, as part of the developmenl, the pavement on Maple Road along the site
Srontage will be widened 1o provide additional travelling space on Maple Road.

Furthermore, the provision of full traffic signal at Maple Road and No. 2 Road will allow
traffic making left turns out from Mciﬁ‘_el Rogg with the protection of signalization.
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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 of a
new traffic signal at Maple 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 (o 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 jor Maple Road left-turn traffic to No. 2 Road northbound.

The diverters on Maple Road will be removed in the future,

While some residents suggested removal of 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 thal the existing mid-bock closure of Maple 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 for a significant increase of traffic volume
and speed on Maple 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 nol recommended.

Analysis

Official Community Plan (OCP) Compliance

The proposed development is consistent with the Development Permit Guidehnes 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 minirnura Flood

Constraction Level (FCL). The duplexes along the east property Jine are considered 2Y4
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 pedcstﬁan 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 controlied 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 Community 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 arc designed to

accommodate a vertical 1ift.

Development Variances

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

Design 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 2 Developruent Permit application is processed to a satisfactory level.
In assoctation with the Development Permit, the following issues are to be further examined:

* Guidelines for the issuance of Development Permits for multiple-family projects
contained 1n Section 9.3 (Multiple-Family Guidelines),

* Detailed review of the site plan to ensure a 4.3 ma minimum vertical clearance is provided
over the enfire 6.7 m width of the internal drive aisle and that corner cuts are provided at
the internal intersections on-site;

= Opportunities to provide additional visitor parking stalls on 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 architectural character including elimination 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 out¢opy spgg for each unit; and
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* Landscaping design, site grading, and enhancement of the outdoor amenity area to
maximize use.

Conclusion

The proposed 18-unit townhouse development 1s 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 fo upgrade the No. 2 Road/Maple Road intersection with full traffic signals, complete

with audible pedestrian signals (APS), to address concerns raised by delegations to Planning
Committee related to traffic. A Transportation Functional Plan will be provided prior to the
Servicing Agreerent 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 1s 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 A: Location Map

Attachment B:  Report to Committee dated June 17, 2011

Attachment C:  Development Application Data Sheet

Attachment D:  Letter from Christian Reformed Senior Housing Society dated April 2, 2012
Attachment E:  Revised Development Concept

Attachment F:  Sample Petition Letter dated August S, 2011 (received on August 31, 2011)
Attachment G:  Open House Summary

Attachment H: Public Consultation Responses (Open House, March 29, 2012)

Attachment I:  Sample Petition Letter dated Apnl 1, 2012 (received on April 12, 2011)
Attachment J:  Mapping of Petition received April 12,2012

Attachment K: Rezoning Considerations Concurrence

Appendix I: Petition from Tapestry Church

Appendix [I:
Appendix [II:
Appendix [V:

Petition Received August 31, 2011
Comment Sheets Received at Open House Held on March 29, 2012
Petition Received April 12PHI2 59



12 City of Richmond |;. S
ins,{lmTL] \ﬁp, . ,lc [ T-'ls'J [TTT] J|| (11 g ;"J 5 RN o1 . - .
= OPOSED i 1 [RSH [ 1 — 21.34 19.01 20.12 20,12
- PR S S FRANCIS RD
i ISEZONING i MAPLE RD

. CRISAIERIEIIEABL KA AXK 18.29
e | s I
< /| L il R
FS?B J Pl J l ’.’.’.‘.‘.‘.‘0“”"..0’.’.’.&.’.””‘
e ko - G RERIRLIHIIRLRRLHRN]
\ﬁ T | ‘ { ’ %gg S ERRILIIRRLKKS
— - TITLL @
—H l— " = = \kj SRR
= 1 - o~ 0020202020020 20 %0 0 e e e e e te 0%,
o | = v R SRR
— o — o OO 0000003030 00t etel0%0%0 %%
I == — RO T €70202000 00 e Oat T aSa 0000202000 TP
B o . 7 5197 35.00
‘K RD] ( 7%
RSIE ’A‘ T_n AP
b e i lU I l > g
| | L L
— WOODWA[?D|S[RD | B % 9
: s . s § i

Oviginal Date: 03/02/10

RZ 1 0—5 1 6267 Revision Date: 05/18/1 1

Note: Dimensions are in METRES

4I|||IN &
w7

PH - 60

V INJWHOVLLV



RZ 10-516267

Original Date: 03/02/10

Amended Date: 05/18/1)

Note: Dimensions are in METRES

PH - 61




ATTACHMENT B

City of Richmond : ]
Planning and Development Department Re po rt to Committee
To: Planning Committee Date: June 17, 2011

From: Brian J. Jackson, MCIP

Director of Development File:  RZ10-516267

Re: Application by Western Maple Lane Holdings Ltd. for Rezoning at
8160 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 (RS1/E)”
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 Specia] Public Hearing, to be held on Tuesday,
July 26,2011, at 7:00 p.m., in the Counci! Chambers.

rian J Jackson, MCIP
Director of Development

EL:blg
Att,
FOR ORIGINATING DEPARTMENT USE ONLY

ROUTED To: CONCURRENCE | CONCURRENCE OF GENERAL MANAGER

Affordable Housing Y ?D 7
YYNDO

Transportation

3213418 PH - 62




June 17, 2011 -2- RZ 10-516267

Staff Report
Origin

Westerm Maple Lane Holdings Ltd. has applied to the City of Richmond for permission to rezone
9160 No. 2 Road (Attachment 1) from Single Detached (RS1/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 (Attachment 2).

Findings of Fact

A Development Application Data Sheet providing details about the development proposal 1s
attached (Afttachment 3).

Surrounding Development

To the North: Across Maple Road, existing single-family dwellings on large lots zoned Single
Detached (RS1/E);

To the East:  Existing single-family dwellings on large lots zoned Single Detached (RS1/E);

To the South: Four-storey senior apartment building (three-storeys over parking) zoned Medium
Density Low Rise Apartments (RAM1) and Christian Reformed 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 Conunercial (CL); at the northwest corner of
Maple Road, a recently approved 3-lot subdivision on a site zoned Single
Detached (RS1/B) fronting on Maple Road.

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, 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 fronting No. 2 Road with a lot depth much deeper
than a standard single-family lot in the area. This site 1s 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 1s noted that there 1s a2 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 bjock 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 fevel 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 contmbution 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 (1) support letter from a
household in the King George/Cambie Neighbourhood (Attachment 4);

* Eight (8) opposition letters from nine (9) households on Maple Road, Martyniuk Place,
No. 2 Road, and Ramaniuk Drive (Attachment 5); and

= A petition with 37 signatures 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 {2
households of neighbouring residents. Staff attended the Open House as observers. Comments
sheets were provided to all the attendees and 16 responses were received. 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] |
(Attachment 6).

A mapping of the petition, including all written submissions, is included in Attachment 9. A list
of major concemns raised by the area residents is provided below, along with the responses in
bold italics:
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1.

3213418

The proposed density is too high; 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 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 properties on both side of No. 2 Road,
between Francis Road and Woodwards Roads, is identified for townhouse deyelopment
under the Arterial Road Redevelopment Policy in the Official Community Plan (OCP).
Townliouse developments are limited to properties fronting 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
Sronting Maple Road down to duplexes or triplexes, at the Development Permit stage,
10 make the form and massing of the townhouses more compatible to the existing
single-fumily developments on Maple Road. The developer will also explore the
opportunities to shift the entry driveway on Maple Road westwards to reduce possible
impacts to the neighbouring single-family home.)

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 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 insignificant traffic impact to 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.

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 block closure of Maple Road
between No. 2 Road and Gilbert Road to ease traffic congestion at the No. 2 Road and
Maple Road intersection. Transportation Division staff noted that this closure yas
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 inlersection due to the
projected traffic volumes.)

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

(The proposal includes two (2) side-by-side parking spaces per unit and a total of
Sour (4) visitor parking spaces on site, which is in compliance with the bylaw
requirement. In addition, as part olgilee dél‘i_’elopment, the pavement on Maple Road
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along the site frontage will be widened to provide additional parking/travelling space
on Maple Roud. Transportation Division staff indicated that Maple Road is a typical
local road which is designed for on-street parking on either side without hindering
vehicle movements,)

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

(The proposed development will be built on existing grade, which is approximately 1 m
below the existing road elevation. The building will appear to be 2Yi-storey along
Maple 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 27 storey with a minimum 6.0 m setback, at the
Deyelopment Permit stage, to address the privacy and overlook concerns.)

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 Road frontage 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 the unit 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 the streetscape. Staff will work
with the applicant on 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, 201 1. Approximately 13
residents and two (2) officials of the Christian Reformed Senior Bousing 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
Reformed 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 1s provided below, along with the responses in bold italics:

l.

3213418

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

(The proposed townhouses will be built on existing grade. The applicant has
confirmed that the proposed first habitable floor is at a lower elevation than the
neighbours’ first floor; and the proposed top floor is of about the same height as the
seniors’ apartments second floor. All proposed windows on the side elevations facing
the seniors’ apartment building are 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 aclive 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 the Development Permit stage, staff will work with the
applicant on the landscaping scheme to ensure 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 1dentified 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:

s 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 2 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 of 23 bylaw-sized trees on-site. According to
the Preliminary Landscape Plan (Attachmenl:t,2), the developer is proposing to plant 35

3213418 - 7
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replacement trees on-site and provide cash-in-lieu (§500/tree) for off-site planting of the 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 wifl 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 Permit, 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 comer 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 Road/Maple 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, anda 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.
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QOutdoor 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 Community 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 single-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, whuch 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 2%- to 3-storey massing is also a result of the design intent to leave existing grade as
1s, which requires non-habitabie 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 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:

=  Prescrving 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 IglﬁAfgvédablc Flousing Strategy reserve fund; and

3213118
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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 1s 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- 1o 2%2-storey units with the same overall floor area and unit yield as currently
proposed:

1, Increase in lot coverage for buildings; and

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

Design 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 Permits for multiple-family projects
contained in Section 9.3 (Multiple-Family Guidelines);

* 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
2% storeys;

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

* Detailed revicw of building form and acchitectural 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;
s 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 endotsed by Council and proceed to Public Hearing, it is
recommended that the notification area be expanded. The statutory requirement for notification
of Public Hearing is 50 m (164 &) from the development site, which generally incjudes all
immediate neighbours. An expanded notification 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 Heanng 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, including written submissions received, in Attachment 9). It is recommended that the
Public Hearing Notices also be sent to these residents to ensure that they ate advised of the
Public Hearing date.

Financial Impact or Economic Impact
None.
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 project. This review will be part of the future Development Permit process.
On this basis, staff recommend that the proposed rezoning be approved

Edwin Lee
Planning Technician — Design
(604-276-4121)

EL:blg

Attachment 1. Location Map

Attachment 2:  Conceptual Development Plans

Attachment 3:  Development Application Data Sheet

Attachment 4:  Support Letters

Attachment 5:  Opposition Letters

Attachment 6:  Petition

Attachment 7:  Open House Notification Area

Attachment 8:  Open House Summary

Attachment 9:  Pubtlic Consultation Responses

Attachment 10: Consultation Meeting Summary (Covenant Court)
Attachment 1): Letter from Christian Refonlg)ﬁi Sc7n%or Housing Society (Covenant Court)
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Attachment 12: Tree Preservation Plan
Attachment 13: Rezoning Considerations Concurrence
Attachment 14: Proposed Public Hearing Notification Area
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PLANT LIST
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EXISTING TREE 10 BE RETAINED

REMOVE ALL ENGLISH WY ON GROUNO

AND ON TREE, ADP 4~ MUSHROOM MANUKE

CULTIVATE INTO EX, 30IL WITHOUT DISTURBING EX. ROGTS,
PLANT WESTERN SORD FERHS.

SUSPENUED WOOP ENTRY WALK
WHEKE EXISTING TREE 70 8E TRAINED
TO MINTMLZE DISTURBANCE TO ROOT

PROVIDE ORAINAGE TQ REMOYE
EXCESSIVE BTORM WATER

3'MT METAL PICKET FENCE AT PROPERTY LINE
MINIMIZE DISTURBANCE TO EX. ROOT
PLANT YEW L2 TH. AT D' OC. ALONG WITH SALAL
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FUTURE FXONTYARD LANDGECATE

MATCH GRAOES NEAR EXSYING TRER

TO BE RETAINER, PROVIDE DRAINAGE
ARND CONNECTED SO MAIK STTE DRAINAGE

RETAINED ENSTING CEDAR

KETAN EXISTING GRADE AT THE BASE
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PROTECTION BARK(ER YO BE
INSTALLED PRIOR TG COMMENCEMENT
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¢ | | 2%
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City of Richmond

6911 No. 3 Road

Richmond, BC V6Y 2Cl Development Application
087763000 " Data Sheet

RZ 10-516267 Attachment 3

Address: 9180 No. 2 Road

Applicant: Western Maple Lane Holdings L{d.

Planning Area(s): _Blundell

Existing Proposed

Owner: Western Maple Lane Holdings Ltd. | No Change
Site Size (m?): 3,127 m* (33,660 ft) 3.119 m” (33,574 ft))
Land Uses: Single-Family Resideatial Multiple-Family Residential
OCP Designation: Low-Density Residential No Change
Area Plan Designation: NI/A No Change
702 Policy Designation: N/A No Change
- . Medium-Density Townhouses
Zoning: Single Detached (RS1/E) (RTM3)
Number of Units: 1 18
Arterial Road Redeveiopment
Other Designations: Policy — Multiple Family No Change
Deveiopment

On Future . .
Subdivided Lots Bylaw Requirement Proposed Variance
Density (units/acre): N/A 2 /

3.3 upa n/a
Floaor 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 .
Road (m): Min, 6 m 6.0m none
Setback - Extert'or Side Yard - Min. 6 m 6.0 m none
Maple Road (m).
Setback — Interior Side Yard :
(South) (m): Min. 3 m 3.2m none
Setback —Rear Yard (East) (m): Min. 3 m 10.9m none

3213418 PH - 85



On Future

Subdivided Lots Bylaw Requirement Proposed Variance

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

. o ; . Min. 40 m wide Approx. 50.29m wide
Lot Size {min. dimensions): x 30 m deep X 6218 m deen none
Oft-street Parking Spaces — . 2 (R) and 0.22(V) per
Resident (R) / Visitor (V]: 2 (R)and 0.2 (V) per unit unit none
Off-street Parking Spaces - Total: 40 40 none
Tandem Parking Spaces: not permitted 0 none
Amenity Space ~ Indoor: Min. 70 m?or Cash-in-lieu $18.000 cash-in-lieu none

R 2 X

. . 1 .

Amenity Space — Outdoor; Min 6_[?0; m82 umts 132 m? min. none

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

3213418
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ATTACHMENT 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.

Ve6Y 2C1

Ref: RZ10-516267

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 appro\}e the project. _

Yours truly,

.

——— et i

Leo Chan Shu Woon
9297 Romaniuk Drive
Richmond BC V7E 5Gé6

PH -87 -



March 15th, 2011

Urban Development Division
City of Richmond

6911 No.3 Road,

Richmond, B.C. VéY-2Cl1

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

Dear Sir or Madame ;

My name is Tom Cheng and | reside at 9651 Gilbert
Crestin Richmond, B.C.

- | hereby to express my support for the rezoning
oppliéaﬁon from Western Maple RHoldings Ltd to rezone
9160 No.2 Road from a single detached (RS1/E) to a
townhouse [ 1769 ) zone.

Should you have any additional questions, please feel
free 10 contact the undersigned.

spectfully Yours,

Tom Cheng

PH - 88



May 31,2011
Tiffany Kwong
#77-12500 McNeely Drive
Richmond, B.C.
V6V 254

._..,.,_Pjannjng Dcpaﬂment-._ R S

City of Richmond

6911 No.3 Road

Richmond, B.C.

VeY 2CI

Ref: RZ 10-516267

Dear S_ir/Madam,

My name is Tiffany Kwong and I live tn #77-12500 McNeely Drive, Richmond, B.C. Canada. 1
am living with my parent now and I am graduating from Simon Fraser University this summer. |
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. [heard from my uncle that a proposed townhouse projects in that area
1s getting a lot of opposition, simply because the residents in that area do not want any smaller
and multiple family homes. [ think this 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
Richrond. 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
Jocation more suitable for multiple family and more affordable housing. Actually, T do not
understand why the people living 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 sitation of the average and not so rich.
citizens, They should allow this townhouse and similar projects to go ahead, so that more houses
are built and Richmond becomes more affordable to live.

Yours truly,

Tiffany Kwong

PH - 89



ATTACHMENT 5

The Township of Richimond
Urban Development Dept

Proposed Development at Maple & Two Road

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 live at 9260 Two Rd.
(Already, since the demolition of the buildings on the property, we have had an invasion
of large carpenter ants.) Many wildlife animals and birds mhabited 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 the first and second
floors, will lose quiet enjoyment, view and light when the development is completed.
(The reasons we moved here in the first place) Plus during construction the dust that
inevitably cores with building will 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 heaith 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 turn 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 Maple to the
€ast,

We seniors have to cross Maple Rd to get to and from the bus.

In all likelihood there will be an jncrease in accidents as none of us move quickly.

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 will have to keep our window coverings ¢losed al] the time.
And the noise level will increase dramatically.

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

It 15 our hope that if the application to rezone is approved (and from the work that has
already been done this seems to be a ‘done deal’) there will at least be a restriction on the
number 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, BC

V7E2CSE

604-277-0994 or email omato4@gmail.com
PH -90



Man Ying Lee
6240 Maple Road
Rich.mond BC

March 29, 2010 ' 7”4 E&MC) ;{aﬂé

_ ;/2¢ Ma/n/e Road
City of Richmond B Hickmr) .
6911 No. 3 Road . S __V7EIEZ
Richmond BC
V6Y 2C1

Dear Sir / Madam: & (Mg ¢)) WEE
Re: Rezoning Application on 9160 No. 2 Road Richmond (File No. RZ10-516267)

I am writing to oppose the abovementioned rezoning application. The concems mclude
the following:

1. This 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 of this 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
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 wili inevitably hamper the quality of life, the
harmony and peaceful environment of this quiet community.

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

highly appreciated. We MWQ 17&% W\M by
Ily Y, M T At % e

/ZJ”WL/
%‘7}\?) Wi Z—j/es:wr

d Occupant OMVM + D /Jufcj;

PH - 91
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6280 Maple Road
Richmond BC
V7EIGS

March 29, 2010.

City of Richmond
6911 No. 3 Road

Richmond BC
V6Y2C1

Dear Sir/Madam:

Strongly oppose the rezoning application on 9160 No. 2 Road Richmond (File No. RZ10-516267)

[ 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.).

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 living in this area.

" 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 of No. 2 Road. Cross-traffic accidents may be easily
occurred.

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 /or
facing the North of Maple Road.

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

v
Alan Wong

“‘t?_/

,-’\J},,’ 7 ! , ‘
/ Joyce V}ong U/

Owners and Occupants

PH - 92



MARY A. JARDINE
206 - 9260 NO. 2 ROAD
RICHMOND B.C.
CANADA
V7E 28
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Edmund San
6180 Maple Road,

Richmond, B.C.

V7E 1G5
April 11 2010 AT
City of Richmond APE 43 2010
6911No. 3 Road, o
Richmond
B.C.
VeY 2C1

Dear Sir/Madam,

Re: Rezoning Application on 9160 No. 2 Road, Richmond (File No. RZ10-
516267)

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

« This project is of high density in nature crowded with 18 smaller
townhouse units. 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
Mapie Road. No. 2 Road is not allowed for parking at all times and
occupants and visitors of this 18 units will greatly increase the
number of cars parked on Maple Road.

o 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.

e 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.

Yours truly,

Edmund San

PH - 95
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J. & S. Bjelos g
6100 Maple Road | rliand

Richmond, BC
V7E 1G5

April 29, 2010

City of Richmond i
6911 No. 3 Road . - : -.wll
Richmond, BC | | N ﬂ }ﬁwwuf

Dear Sir’Madam: L '
RE: Rezoning Application on 9160 No. 2 Road, Richmond (Flle No. RZ10-516267)

Wae are writing to you to express our opposmon and concerns regarding the above mermoned
rezoning application. Please note the foliowing concerns:

1. The proposed project at 3 stories does not conform to our nelghbourhood’s profile. The
height of the buildings will impede on the homes around the project. |T 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 denslty is of concern as well. The incressa in traffic created by the
project will affect the flow and congestlon of both Maple & No. 2 Road in a negative

fashion.

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

With reference to the foregoing , your decision to decline this rezoning applicatlon or at the very
least, review and change to 2 storey apphcatson would be greatly apprecnated

Sincerely,

John & Stella Bjelos
Owner

2>

a4l
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Page | of 1

Lee, Edwin

From: Al and Harriet [deboer1867@shaw.cal
Sent: August 24, 2010 9:04 PM

To: Lee, Edwin

Cc: Hingorani, Sonali

Subject: Tewnhome proposal

Follow Up Flag: Foliow up
Filag Status: Green

Dear Edwin,

This e-mail concerns the townhome deveiopement proposai at No. 2 Rd and Maple Rd. .
The file number is RZ10516267.
| was given your name to contact with my concerns.

My name is Harriet deBoer and | live at 9248 Romaniuk Drive which is just around the
corner from the above. My husband and | are concerned about the traffic that will
inevitably become much busier should this developement 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.. | 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
singte family homes. | 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 {ess busy | 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. |
think there is enough room, as on the east side of the barrier, the road is a large cul-de-
sac.

| would appreciate your feed back on this matter.

Thank you in advance for your consideration to our concerns,
Sincerely,

Harriet deBoer

604-271-1867

PH - 97
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Lee, Edwin

From: Aliard Lau [aliardlau@gmail.com]

Sent: April 25,2011 9:28 PM

To: Lee, Edwin

Subject: Folder# 10 516267 000 00 RZ - Rezcning 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 public hearing last month.

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

[ 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.

[ believe this set up 1s to ensure road safety and to prevent car accident for the reasons below:

(1) 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 his school. It 1s
a 20-30 minutes walk to Errington and 15-20 minutes to Steveston-London.

In addition to my son, | belicve 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 batriers 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.

[ 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 the barrier to the
intersection of No 2 Road and Mapie

PH - 98
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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 turo right on Gilbert. If the driver wants to
go to Richmond Centre, Airport oy 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 re-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 | single detached home to 18 units townhouse in this 0.77 acres
lot result in gverything 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 just.comparable to the driveway of the previous | single detached home.

Conclusion

The traffic increases as a result of this re-zoning into a | 8 units townhouse. As explained above,

the opening up of the barrier on Maple is not a good optian. 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 senjors) 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 untt 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 acrass the street from this |8 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 emalil is not too late for consideration by
Richmond City Hall.

Thanks.

PH -99
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ATTACHMENT 6

April 28,2010

City of Richmond
6911 No. 3 Road
Richmond B3C
V6Y 2CH

Altn: Urbaa Development Divisign

Dear Sic/ Madam:
Re: Rezoning Application on 9160 No. 2 Road Richmend (File No. RZ10-516267)

We ate wrtting to oppose the abovcmcntloncd rezoning appllcatlon The concems

include the following:
L. This project wil{ 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. lncreased flow of traffic and cérresponding 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 arca.
[L will be even more dangerons when the main entrance of this site is set on Maple
Road as it is too close to the junction of No. 2 Road. Cross-traffic accidents may

be casily occurred.

(VE)

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 wil{ inevitably hamper the quality of life, the
barmony and peaceful environment of thus quiet comnmunity.

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

Yours faithfully

Owners and Occupants
Maple Road :
" Richmond BC . . T

- Enel. 37 Specimen Signatures for 33 opﬂrs/efmvncrs and occupants of Maple Road
~ opposing this rezomng application. y



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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2011 April 08

City of Richmond
6911 No. 3 Road
Richmond, BC
VeY 2C1

Attention: City Clerks Department
Dear Sirs:

Re: Rezoning Application File No. RZ10-516267

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 beautiful 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.

Thank you foryczﬁention to this matter.

Sue Plett

6611 Maple Road
Richmond, BC V7€ 1G4
(604) 274-7302

cc: Urban Developmen Division, w/encis.
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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 OCCUPANJ(S'-OPPOSING REZONING APPLICATION FILE NO. RZ10-516287
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SPECIMEN SIGNATURES OF OWNERS AND OCCUPANTS OPPOSING REZONING APPLICATION FILE NO. RZ1 0-516267
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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 REZON|NG APPLICATION FILE NQ. R210-516267
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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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SPECIMEN SIGNATURES OF OWNERS AND OCCUPANTS OPPOSING REZONING APPLICATION FILE NO. RZ10-516267

F—’//’A/L\/m Lw\/? % Midaacl  Uhan
Name ¢ Name Name
Addres.s éééé) /m M(/L\‘\Pqudress 6516 Yagrolia Do Address
| Rt Heyipy e
ELI TN (5P Ud;\,w .
Name KQY IV%@M}} A .DTR Name Name
Address Address K(é 55/('&60( Address
& éH 7 ¢ 4 e N |
Foety Py Shory  fimta rem ) ’
ame D Name ¢ Name
zddress ngPn,Wﬂ &)h ’ Address é 433 s :DR v|Address
T 722 Port L}//é ng
7oz 7 ame
N R o
A - Y GO s
Name WU (Q, D{  |Name ' Name
Addressé q Mﬂﬁ Address éé]\ Mlxjm I‘,ﬁ\ 7& Address
CM"*A povie éM7 Richnend e

PH -115
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ATTACHMENT 8

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

— Plans, drawings and renderings were presented for viewing.

The following 1s the summary 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 tall.
3. The 18 units of townhouses will create traffic and parking problems on Maple Road and

No.2 Road, particularly for cars trying to turn left from Maple Road onto No.2 Road in
the moming.

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 propertics 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 apartrnent complex, and on our east is an older 2
storey house. [n 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 senijor 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 severa! townhouse developments, duplexes and a
small commercial centre.

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
ermpty nesters to downsize from a large family home without moving out of thejr
neighborhood.

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 ther.

. Eighteen homes will generate a limited amount of traffic, base on the Traffic Study

performed by Bunt and Associates.

. 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).

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.

The property east of our development will be screened with a row of fall trees and there is

ample open space separating it from the townhouses.

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, hiving room,
master bedroom and stair).

Garage doors will not face Maple Road.

2{Page
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10. As to the increase density. These new townhomes are of very high quality, with side-by-side
double car garages 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.

| 3|‘Page
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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 senuot housing apariment building are 100 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 that 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, the 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 significanily.

- 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 1s 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.

2Page



ATTACHMENT 11
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City of Richmond Planning Department
Att:  Edwin Lee
Re: RZ-10-516267

Dear Mr. Lee:

Thank you for attending the information megting. Following the
presentation our residents agreed to submit #his letter. It contains our
corporate response while recognizing that each Strata Lease Holder is
entitled to make a personal subm1ss1on

Covenant Court (9260 #2 Rd.,) J

Covenant Court, located adjacent to and south 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. Chese Life-Estates are contracts
between the non-profit Christian Reformed Seniors Society and the
occupants. Life-Estates are registered against title. Five suites are rented to
provide affordable housing to persons of limited financial means.

The governing bodies are the Society’s BoaLd of Directors and the Strata
Council. !

Impact on Covenant Court

The developer proposes 18 units in 4 blocks or strips of townhouses, one
parallel and adjacent to Maple, three par allel to # 2 Rd. Nine suites of
Covenant Court face north. Residents of those 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 érade is three levels plus a roof.
The 10 feet setback is further reduced by a two foot cantilevered bay-
window space, without glass. The Covenant Court building is 25 feet within
the fence.
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The potential negative impact of the proposed development includes:

e Lossofview

e Loss of daylight, making the north facing suites dark and dismal
even during daytime.

e Loss of privacy, particularly for the 9 outside patios

¢ Increased noise, such asradios, 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.

e An undertaking to replace aging fence.

Remaining Concerns

1. Proximity of the middle 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
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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 1t 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 1s 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 if there is a public interest and if there is no
harm inflicted on others. We ask you to consider the harm inflicted on our
suites under the current proposal and to accept reasonable accommodations
to off-set such harm. 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 1ncreasingly more
difficult to exit and enter Covenant Court’s 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 traffic 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 traffic on the north side of the intersection than on the south
side. Ifthe light-controlled sidewalk were on the south side, Maple
vehicular traffic, both east and west, can turn onto #2 Road to go north, and
south-bound #2 Road traffic can turn into Maple while the cross walk 1s
occupied, without endangering pedestrians: Currently that 1s 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 church 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 walk 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 1s 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 ' Nick Loenen
President, Strata Council President, Christian Reformed
LMS 1251 Seniors Housing Society
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ATTACHMENT 13

Rezoning Considerations
9160 No. 2 Road
RZ 10-516267

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

. 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 line (No. 2 Road frontage) ¢/w a 4m x 4m corner cut at Maple Road
for future road widening.

3. Registration of a flood indemnity covenant on Title. The minimum Flood Coustruction
Level is 2.9 m (geodetic) or 0.3 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 Secunty to the City in the amount 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 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,

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 any on-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 the north leg of the No. 2 Road/Maple Road
intersection.

}0. Submission of cash-in-lieu for the provision of dedicated indoor amenity space in the
amount of $18,000.

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 appropnate 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 a2 manhole to manhole basis.

ii. Widen Maple Road to 1 1.2m, relocating the curb & gutter, creating a grass
& treed boulevard ¢/w davit arm street lighting and installation a 1.50m
sidewalk at the property line.

ii. It is noted that the Maple Road widening wil! be overa 150mm AC
watermain. The design Engineer may recommend that the watermain be
replaced as part of the design/construction process (all existing watermain
brealkages 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, tunes, and duration), and
proper coustruction traffic controls as per Traffic 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

3213418 PH - 130
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City of Richmond

6911 No. 3 Road - -

Richmond, BC V6Y 2CI Development Application
Tich d.

§04-276-4000 Data Sheet

RZ 10-516267 Attachment C

Address: 9160 No. 2 Road

Appficant. Western Maple Lane Holdings Ltd.

Planning Area(s). Blundell

Existing Proposed

Owner: Western Maple Lane Holdings -td. | No Change
Site Size (m?): 3,127 m? (33,660 ft)) 3,119 m? (33,574 ft))
| 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
S . Medium-Density Townhouses
Zoning: Single Detached (RS1/E) (RTM3)
Number of Units: 1 18
Arterial Road Redevelopment
Other Designations: Policy — Muitipie Family No Change
Development

On Future . .

Subdivided Lots Bylaw Requirement Proposed Variance
Density (units/acre): N/A 23.3 upa nfa
Fioor 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 ) )
Lol 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 — .
Maple Road (m): Min. 6 m 6.0m none
Setback - Interior Side Yard : .
(South) {m): Min. 3 m 3.0 m Min. none
Setback —Rear Yard (East) (m): Min. 3 m 6.0m none
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On Future

Subdivided Lots Bylaw Requirement Proposed Variance

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

. o . . Min. 40 m wide Approx. 50.29m wide
Lol Size (min. dimensions): X 30 m deep X 6218 m deep none
Off-street Parking Spaces — . 2 (R) and
Resident (R) / Visitor (V): 2 (R) and 0.2 {V) per unit 0.22(\) per unit none
Off-street Parking Spaces — Total: 40 40 none
Tandem Parking Spaces: not permitted 0 none

. . Max. 50% x 40 stalls
Small Car Parking Stalls: — 20 stalls 18 none
Amenity Space — Indoor: Min. 70 m*or Cash-in-lieu $18,000 cash-in-lieu none
. 2 -

. . 1 .

Amenity Space — Outdoor: Min. & m" x 18 units 110 m” min. none

=108 m?

Other:

Tree replacement compensation required for removal of bylaw-sized trees.
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April 3,2012

City of Richmond Planning Department
Att:  Edwin Lee and Planning Committee
Re: RZ-10-516267

Dear Mr. LLee and Planning Committee:

Ciristian Raformad Seniars odsing 3

ATTACHMENT D
fy |

9e

.
l.

-

of Council

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

We wish to re-confirm that in principle we are not opposed to this

development particularly since it has been (|
multiple family rezoning all up and down N|

We appreciate the developer’s positive resp

made as noted in last April’s letter. We note

improvements the developer is now also cot
Number 2 Rd.,/Maple Rd. intersection.

However, we are concemed that some peop
development’s driveway to be placed onto

louncil’s policy to permit
umber 2 Rd.,

Oonse to several requests we have
that in addition to those
nmitting to signalization of the

e are calling for this
umber 2 Road.

Such a driveway impacts not only Covenant Court and its residents but all

who use the shared driveway between Cove

nant Court and the adjacent

church. We circulated a petition among Covienant Court residents and those
who regularly use our common driveway. The 121 name petition in
opposition to a Number 2 Rd. driveway is aftached.

We wish to register our objection to a Numt

ver 2 Rd. driveway in the

strongest possible manner. The reasons for ¢ur objection are as follows:
e A Number 2 Rd. driveway contravenes the Official Community Plan

guidelines which recommend drivew
whenever possible.

All up and down Number 2 Rd. deve
been made to comply with the OCP’s

LLyS be kept off arterial roads
lI

pments in recent years have
|guidelines to keep driveways

off arterial roads. Why should this deyelopment be treated

PH - 134
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differently?

e It isagainst the original staff recommendations.

e It places the future residents of this proposed development at greater
risk both when coming and going.

e This driveway will add to the difficulty of going into and out of our
shared driveway with the church, thus placing even more people at
risk.

e 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 1s highly problematic.

You are south-bound on Number 2 Rd. At Francis Rd. you must turn 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 turn 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, 1s 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
1s a double yellow line, which many wrongly assume does not permit south-
bound traffic to turn into the church driveway and when cars do, as happens

" One 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 tuns from
Church driveway 38; coming into Church driveway 17.

PH -135



frequently, following motorists get very 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 cwrently a hard
time particularly in the moming when nearly all that traffic turns left to go
north along Number 2 Rd.

~
\ K
i ¢ ]
-

K‘ku&/( L’\ @QL{,LL{M e,

Nick Loenen
President, CRSHS.
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ATTACHMENT F

August 5, 2011

Mavyor and Councillors

City of Richmond

6911 No

. 3 Road

Richmond, BC, V6Y 2C1

Dear Sir/Madam,

Re: Application by Western Maple Lane Hotdings ktg. for Rezoning at 3160 No. 2 Road frem Single Detached

{RS1/E) to Medium Density Townhouses [RTM3] — File: RZ10-516267

We are

writing to strongly oppose the captioned rezoning applicabion. We are extremely disappointed that,

despite opposition by numerous households and residents in the vicinity, via in writing and in- person, the City still
decides to proceed and give the rezoning applicats’qn first reading.

We now

4.

rditerate our/fTrm apposition to this proposed'rezoning. Our concerns are:

This development will not conform in character and be compatible with adjacent properiies. The site may
fall within the general Arterial Road Redevelopment Policy, but the proposed townhouses, be they 2 or 3
storeys, are certainly not harmonious in scale and form with this particular surrounding area, as required
By the City Multiple-Family Guidelines. Here, the neighouring properties are Jarge high-grade detached
single-family houses situated on huge lots, many around or even over 10,000 sq. ft. each.

The Increase in population will no doubt ruin the long-time serene, quiet and peaceful environment ang
lifestyle of this iow-density community.

Increased traffic and parking along Maple Road and at the interception with No. 2 Road will be bazardous
to pedestrians as well as the drivers, Residents are used ta the existing light traffic, and will find it difficutt
to cope with. In particular, many seniors and children, who walk to the park, schoot and bus stop every
day, willf be exposed to serious danger. The Maple Road main access of this developrment and the
proposed 2 outhound fanes on Mapte Road wilt not solve, but will aggravate, the problem.

it is undeniable that this project wilf greatiy de-value the neighbeuring propertias.

We sincerely appeal to the Gty 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 subjéct rezoning application. Otherwise, we will be obliged to take further action.

Thank you very much.

S

Yours faithfully, . s

| Name{s)

Address:

Telephone , . , e

Siggatdres(sf \

PR
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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 N0.2 ROAD AND GILBERT ROAD WHO ATTENDED
THE MEETING:

].

The townhouses do not conforrm with the single family housing in the neighborhood. 18 units
is too densc. Prefer single family homes.

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

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

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.

Suggesting a ftraffic light to be instalied on the junction of No.2 Road and Maple Road.
However, one commented that a traffic light on this junction 1s no good, as there is one light on
Francis and No.2 Road already.

Suggesting removal of blockade at Romantuk Drive to case traffic.

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

G160 Na.2 Read — March 29 Project lPHuix14_3‘n; - - j {Page



There will be too much parking on the street. There js not enough visitors’ parking in the
complex.

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 Mapie Road.

THE FOLLOWING ]S THE SUMMARY OF THE COMMENTS FROM THE RESIDENTS WHO
LIVE OUTSIDE OF THE MAPLE ROAD VICINITY AND ATTENDED THE MEETING:

l.

10.

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

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.

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

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

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

As a young professional, townhouses and condos are the only housing that is affordabie. The
townhome 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.

The townhouse development brings balance to the community.

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.

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

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

160 No.2 Road — March 29 Project fa':ﬂ:-'.')‘.-iji_ilx-iﬁ. 11"2_@4531;; 2lPage



OUR RESPONSE TO THE VISITORS AT THE MEETING REGARDING THEIR CONCERNS
ARE AS FOLLOWS:

I. Our property is situated on the south-eastern corner of No.2 Road and Maple Road.
Immediately to our south 1s a senior housing apartment complex, and on our east is an older 2
storey house. In the immediate ncighborhood, forms of development include, older small
bungalows, older walk-out basement bungalows, new modest-sized two-storey homes (with
double car garages facing the sireet, 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
apartiment building, (the semior 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 also several townhouse developments, duplexes and a small commercial
centre.

2. Smaller homes in the neighborhood will provide affordable housing for young peopte 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 Steveston Highway, there are 23 multi-
famity housing projects, some situated on corner properties, some in the middie of the block.
The proposed project will be one of the most attractive ones among them.

4. Eighieen homes will generate a limited amount of traffic, based on the Traffic 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 full function 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 cxtra 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 easlern property line. If single
{amily 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.

cad — Mareh 29 Py
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8.

10.

016

Our three storey buildings will be built below the road elevation and will have about the same
height as the newer single family homes butlt 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 {o the single family homes.

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.

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 certainty 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.

. The blockade that blocks the traffic on Maple Road at Romanuik Drive will remain. This will
easc the mjnd of the residents living east of this blockade, who does not want to see through
traffic from No.2 Road to Gilbert Road.

U
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ATTACHMENT |

April 1, 2012

Mayor and Councillors
City of Richmond
6911 No. 3 Road
Richmond, 8C, V&Y 2C1

Dear Mayor and Councillors,

Re: Application by Western Maple Lane Holdings Lid. for Rezoning at 8160 No. 2 Road from Single
Detached [RS1/E) to Medium Density Townhouses [RTM3] — File: RZ 10-516267

The pufpose of this letter is to note our fervent objection te Western Maple Lane Holdings Ltd.’s
apolication 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 deuelop'ment 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 aleng Maple Road, which consists entirely of -
detached single-family dwellings! You should also look at the rest of the immediate neighborhood:'
Moaple 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 lVll-Jltiple—Famin 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 marnings 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 pvroblems. 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 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 doubtiess negatively affect the serenity and
peacefulness of this low-density community.

4. Anincrease of 18 households wilf 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 tbQ few designated visitor parking spots in the proposed complex. This is clearly
unacceptable in this guiet and unassuming neighborhood.

Our community sees no rationale for why the City has to sacrifice the well-being of ‘numerous
neiglwbotjrhood 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 construcied 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,

Signatures(s)

Name(s) i o

Address: ) .
7 = AN

Telephone e o
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ATTACHMENT K
 City of Rezoning Considerations

Development Applications Division

Rlchmond 6311 No. 3 Road, Richmond, BC V6Y 2C1

Address: 2160 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.
2.

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

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

Registration of a flood indemnity covenant on titfe.

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, pouring 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. Perthe capacity analysis, upgrade the storm sewer across the Maple Road frontage to 900mmm diameter on a
manhole to manhole basis.

1i. Widen Maple Road to 11.2m, relocating the curb & gutter, creating a grass & treed boulevard ¢/w davit arm
street lighting and installation a 1.50 m sidewalk at the property hne.

iii. [t is noted that the Maple Road widening will be over a 150mm AC watermain. The design Engineer may
recommend that the watermain be replaced as part of the design/construction process (all existing watermain
breakages during construction are the clients sole responsibility).

¢) No. 2 Road/Maple Road Intersection:

Upgrade the intersection with full traffic signals, complete with audible pedestrian signals (APS). The works wil]
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 are subject to review and final approval of the Director of Transportation and the Director of
Engineering.

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

City acceptance of the developer’s offer to voluntarily contribute $2.00 per buildable square foot (e.g. $47,003.23) to
the City’s affordable housing fund.

Contribution of $1,000 per dwelling unit (e.g. $18,000) in-lieu of on-site indoor amenity space.

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.

Submission of a Tree Survival Security to the City in the amount of $24,000 for the eight (8) trees to be retained.

50% of the security will be released upon completion of the proposed landscaping works on site (design as per
Development Permit 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.

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.
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Note: Developer/contractor must contact the Parks Division (604-244-1208 ext. [342) four (4) business days prior (o
the removal to allow proper signage to be posted. All costs of removal and compensation are the responsibility
borne by the applicant.

. Submission of a Contract entered into between the applicant and a Certified Arborist for supervision of any on-site

works conducted within the tree protection zone of the trees to be retained. The Contract should include the scope of
work to be undertaken, including: the proposed number of site monitoring inspections, and a provision for the
Arborist to submit a post-construction assessment report to the City for review.

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

Development.

Prior to Demolition Pcrmit Issnance, the developer must complete the following requirements:

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, inctuding 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. $23,000) to ensure the replacement planting will be provided.

Prior to Building Permit Issuance, the developer must complete the following requirements:

1.

Submission of a Construction Parking and Traffic Management Plan to the Transportation Division. Management
Plan 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 Permit (BP) plans as determined via the Rezoning and/or
Development Permit processes.

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

Note:

¥

This requires a separate application.

Where the Director of Development deems appropriate, the preccding 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 prionty over all such liens, charges and encumbrances as is
considered advisable by the Direcior of Development. All agreements to be registered in the Land Title Office sball, 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 sball provide security to the City including indemnities, warranties, equitable/rent charges, leiters of
credit and withholding permits, as decmed 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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10 City of
W Richmond Bylaw 8769

Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500
Amendment Bylaw 8769 (10-516267)
8160 NO. 2 ROAD

The Councit of the City of Richmand, in open méeting assembled, enacts as follows:

[l 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 arca and by designating it Medium Density Townhouses (RTM3).

P.1.D. 010-776-443
Lot ) Except: Firstly: Part Subdivided By Plan 31630
Sccondly: Part Subdivided By Plan 38285, Block “B”
Section 30 Block 4 North Range 6 West New Westminster District Plan 2777

2, This Bylaw may be cited as “Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500, Amendment Bylaw
87697,
frés 4 2 ¢
FIRST READING A 11 Y RICHMOND
I APPROVED
A PUBLIC HEARING WAS HELD ON 7 K
SECOND READING ;plz)aovso
by Director
. 9\r§o}2cllor
THIRD READING 9
DEVELOPMENT REQUIREMENTS SATISFIED
ADOPTED
MAYOR CORPORATE OFFICER

PH - 153
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KELVIN WAI-TUNG LEUNG Do, e Hoaring

—

78 - 6099 ALDER STREET RICHMOND BC V7Y 0A8 - (P) 604.805.5323 - (F) 604.214.8844 - (E) Kunersiatamion, 2~

Re: ﬂm‘JM %767

May 31, 2012

Mayor & Councilors
City of Richmond
6911 No. 3 Road
Richmond BC V6Y 2C1

Dear Mayor & Councilors,
Re: Maple Road Development RZ 10-516267.

During the Planning Committee Meeting held 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 developer. [ totally agree. When the community
has raised their concerns they should be attended too. However, their concerns should
be based on facts, have common sense, and be judged on fairness to all those concerned.
Let us do a small recap. It 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 property
value in the area. The Mapte 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, [ find it funny that when [ read through “some” of the
comments made by the residents of Maple Street, | read, “please remove the barricade”.
[t has become very clear to me that anything under the 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 Jive 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 tast 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 this plan is the ability to rezone on artery roads for multi

Moreover, owners and their guests might not be able to park in front of t ]
2 . J . . . . . 4
They may have to park in/a spot that is a short stroll away. [ do not think'we ﬁ‘. aqu_t@gwED \(-j‘/

O‘EHK'S S
PH - 154 Page 1of 3



KELVIN WAI-TUNG LEUNG

28~ 6099 ALDER STREET RICHMOND BC V7Y QA8 - (P) 604.805.5323 - (F) 604.214.8844 - (F) KLINERS@GMAIL.COM

these peoples” living standards but [ do admit minor inconveniences are created, but not
to a point where a pregnant woman has to worry about the safety of her unborn chiid. Is
it fair to say that all 18-unit owners as well as the current residents will drive out of
their 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 their
small sacrifice. They have taken on these small inconveniences to increase the standard
ofliving of Richmond as a whole. But the residents on Maple Road think they are above
these other neighborhoods. 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 voices 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 will. You know why? Because the policy is a good policy. They just don’t want it
to affect their street! Is this fair to all concerned, or does this sound a little selfish?

The Developers has given much time and thought into the Maple Development My
heart goes out to the architect 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 unintellectual. To make a biased comment to get what they want js
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 damaged and vandalized twice, and it
was cut down and stolen the third time. Thomas, the Developer, who has lived in this
community for the last 20 years has heard from some neighbors that the dissenting
group have endlessly pressure them into signing their forms and putting up their signs.
[ 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 rather scared of this mob. Furthermore, there has been a lot of
disinformation created which are outright lies. One person was told that the subject
property was a park, and we are destroying the park and killing the animals to make
townhouses.

I would 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. | have lived in Richmond for 33 years and in this
neighborhood for 15 (though not currently). Furthermore, as the future owner of
Western Construction I can say we aren’t going anywhere and have a vested interest in
the City of Richmond, as well a$ a vested interest in our reputation. How many people
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KELVIN WAI-TUNG LEUNG

28 -~ 6099 ALDER STREET RiICHMOND BC V7Y 0A8 - (P) 604.805.5323 - (F) 404.214.8844 - (E) KLINERS@GMAIL.COM

would buy our homes if they found 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 js 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 affordable form of housing close to
single family homes, to encourage the use of public transportation and to support
neighborhood commercial centers. A comprehensively designed townhouse project at
the junction of No. 2 and Maple Road, next to a senior home apartment and church
where day care facilities are available, a few blocks from the Blundell Centre, and across
the street from a small convenience store, and with direct bus services, represents the
best use of the land. It will enhance the property value of the neighborhood, increase
the tax base and is exactly what the City had in mind when it effected the artery road
development policy. | have attached a schedule showing 36 multi-family developments
that have been built along No. 2 Road alone.

In closing, let’s put this situation under a different light. If a gay couple moved into said
neighborhood, do the residents of the community have a right to prevent their entry for
fear that the area will be turned into a gay neighborhood? Should the neighborhood get
their wish because100% is against gay rights? Individua! councilors may be for or
against gay rights, 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
interest group. I hope and trust that you will not make a decision based on politics, and
the popularity of this comparatively very very small group, who want to build a wall
around themselves and jeopardize the well being of other Richmond citizens.

Sincerely,

Kelvin Leung.
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List of Multi-family complex built along No.2 Road

Address Location 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 (13 units) ~_|No. 2 & Steveston Townhouse

4. 10040 and 10042 No. 2 Road i No. 2 & Steveston | Duplex
5. 8733 No. 2 Road (13 units) No. 2 & William Townhouse

6. 9688 No. 2 Road (15 units) No. 2 & William Townhouse

% 6100 Woodward Road (50 units) No.2 & Woodward Townhouse )

8. 9420 and 9440 No. 2 Road - No.2 & Woodward _Duplex |
9. 9381 and 8393 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 & Woodv_varc_i Duplex
12. 8340 and 9342 No. 2 Road No.2 & Woodward Duplex

_1

13. 9260 (old folks home 26 units) - ) No.2 & Maple | Senior Home
14. 100 and 9120 No. 2 Road No. 2 & Francis Duplex
15. 5651 Lackner Cr (2§'umts) No. 2 & Lackner Townhouse g
16. 6031 Francis Road (10 units) ~_|No.2 &Francis Townhouse
17. 8380 No. 2 Road (14 units) _ Townhouse
18. 5833 Colvilie Road (10 units) _|No. 2 & Colville | Townhouse | |
10.8391and8392No.2Road ~ |No.2&Colile | Duplex |
20. 8351 and 8371 No. 2 Road _|No. 2 & Colville | Duplex
21.8311 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 &Blundeli Duplex
25. 5988 Lancing Road (24 units) i ) No. 2 & Lancing Townhouse i
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 (15units) ~~ |No. 2 & Langton Townhouse
30. 7240 Langton Road (20 units) No. 2 & Langton N Townhouse __ -
31. 7231 No. 2 Road (26 units) 1 Townhouse
32. 7240 and 7242 No. 2 Road - No. 2 & Comstock Duplex
33. 6020 and 6022 Comstock Road No. 2 & Comstock B Duplex
34. 5980 Granville Ave (7units) ~ |No.2& Granville Townhouse
35. 5740 Garrison Road (57 units) No. 2 & Garrison  Townhouse | N
36. 6675 No. 2 Road (9 units) Townhouse B
] 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
/ / '
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Send a Submission Online (response #683 Repe—+pf )
(resp ) To Public Hesaring |

Date:_Surl \ % "7’0‘0

Item #

MayorandCouncnlors Re: bﬂ‘\m 314
From: City of Richmond Website [webgraphrcs@rrchmond caj

Sent: June 11, 2012 10:33 AM

To: MayorandCouncillors

Subject: Send a Submission Online (response #683)
Categories: 08-4100-02-01 - Development - Inquiries and Compiainis - General

Send a Submission Online (response #683)

Suwey Informatlon

Slte | Cuty Websrte
Page Tltle Send a Submxssmn Onlme
URL http !lcms rrchmond calPage1793 aspx
Submrssron TrmeIDate 6/1 1;‘2012 10 37 23 AM

Survey Response
Your Name: l Peter Kho
Your Address | 9203 Romaniuk Dr |

Subject Property Address OR

Bylaw Number: afey

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
| Mapie and this would create a lineup of cars
| on No 2 Road waiting to turn left. Il have lived |
in this area for the past 22 years. | have been |
witness to numerous accidents on No. 2 Road |
between Francis and Maple. Adding more
traffic to this 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 densify 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 aftention . P. Kho

Comments:

PH - 158
06/11/2012



Send a Submission Online (response #684)

MayorandCouncnlors

From: City of Richmond Website {webgraphncs@nchmond ca]
Sent: June 11, 2012 5:50 PM

To: MayorandCounciflors

Subject: Send a Submission Online {response #384)
Categories: 12-8060-20-8769 - 9160 No 2 Road

Send a Submission Online (response #684)

Survey Inform ation
“ Snte IClty Webs&te

2l ttp //cms rlchrnond ca/Page1793 aspx

Submlssmn Tlme/Date 6/1 1/2012 5. 53 33 PM

Survey Response
Your Name: | Rong Zhang
Your Address: ' 6431 Maple Road

Subject Property Address OR |

| Bylaw Number: 9160 No.2 Road

Dear Whomever This May Concern: Hello b
am writing to voice my concerns regarding the

Page | of 1

To Public Hearing
Date: \'rwu.z.,\% 2oz,
item #_Z
Ror—ogl@ed 7769

I

| rezoning at 9160 No. 2 Road. The proposed
| townhouse development will create serious |
traffic and parking problems for the residence

Comments:

also creates a problem for our quiet

of traff'c Thank you.

PH - 159
06/12/2012

neighourhood. Lastly, as a parent, | no longer

. of Maple Road. Also, the amount of noise
| brought by the increased amount of traffic

. feel safe to let my young children play outside |
[ on our sidewalks due to the increased amount

G
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INT
Te Public Hearing DW
Date; Juws (B 2012/ /_“(:‘:\-r:-
item & Z I F:M"—m
June 10,2012 Re: @Mrw 764 1
City of Richmond
6911 No. 3 Road
Richmond, BC
V6Y 2C1

Attn: Director, City Clerk's Office

Dear Mr. Lee,

RE: Zoming Amendment Bylaw 8769 (RZ. 10-516267)

We are writing to express our opposition to the proposed development at 9160 No. 2
Road. Our concerns are similar to those of other residents of Maple Road, with the
prirnary issues being:

1.

The project design and density does not conform to the norm of the neighborhood.
Presently, Maple Road copsists primarily of single family homes on large lots,
introducing a townhouse development to this area will upset the current
neighborhood aesthetics in addition 1o devaluing properties immediately
surrounding the proposed development site.

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 of Richmond is not nearly as well served by
public transit as central Richmond, thus necessitating each new household in the
development will 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 bouseholds 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 Avenue.
Implementing 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 tg
the current poor design in terms of pedestrian safety on this side of Maple Road4
On several occasions in the 4 years we have lived here, we have seen pedestri
nearly struck by traffic speeding down our street. Were a traffic light to be
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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. If you insist on 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.

If by “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
appeararnce 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 new below-grade development. We believe
that there should be fewer units constructed on an at-grade site at a height of 2
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
constructed 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,

Ajmer Ghag,
On behalf of the residents of 5260 Maple Road
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To Public Hearing

Date;: Jume (R }70‘7/

item #__ %

Re: §7 601

May 30, 2012 Anita Fung

2 VI #114-8751 General Currie Road
Richmond, BC
Ve6Y 3T7

The Honorable Mayor and City Councitlors
City of Richmond

6911 No.3 Road

Richmond, B.C.

V6Y 2CI

RE: 9160 No.2 Road - RZ 10-516267

Dear Sir and Madam,

My name is Anita Fung and | have lived in Richmond for the majority of my life. T graduated
from UBC and am working in Riclhumond, a city where T grew up in and a city where my parents
also have been long terro residents. [ understand that recently, there is a lot of opposition against
the application for rezoning of lands to multi-family, such as townhouses vses. The above
mentioned re-zoning application is an example. 1 also read in the newspapers that Richmond has
become a “millionaire’s city”, where the average home costs over $1 million. Some of these
homes are too big and unpleasant looking, changing the way [ imagined Richmond to present it.
1 believe one newspaper article states that Richmond is becoming a “Ghost Town” with big and
dark houses all over the place, a sad but true reality,

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 furthey 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 senjors and wealthy citizens. City Council and City Plapners should think seriously about
this consequence. Better use of existing land and a balanced growth should be promoted.
Single-family houses 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 1 believe Richmond is, the restriction of building

monster hones should be intensified and the promotion of more affordable multi-family
dcvelopments encouraged.

Anita Fung
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Send a Submission Online (response #686) Page | of 1

To Public Hearing
MayorandCouncnlors Datm._’IL..J_ (% Zo¥
.................. T el o 2 - N — - r&om # _,/z
From: City of Richmond Website [webgraphics@richmond.ca] Re: Qn e %’( 64
Sent: June 13, 2012 4:.03 PM
To: MayorandCounciliors

Subject: Send a Submission Online (response #686)
Categorles: 12-8060-20-8769 - 9160 No 2 Rd RZ 10-516267 - Westem Maple Lane Holdings

Send a Submission Online (response #686)

Survey Informatlon

.Sulle: |Csty Websﬂe

Page Tvtle" Sen& ;'S—Jlt;r;usmon Onlme
URL http: //crns richmond. ca/Page1793 aspx

Submission Tlme/Date 6/1 3/2012 4 05:49 PM

Survey Response

Your Name: | Mun Ling Cheung

Your Address: § 5451 Maple Road Richmond BC V7E 1G2

Subject Property Address OR
. Bylaw Number:

RZ 10-516267

My famlly and | have been living in the

neighborhood for over 13 years. | have

nolified many developments in recent years

and | would like to object this one even

though | 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 | don't
have a single reason to accept this rezoning
except that | am the developer. Finally, |
strongly object this rezoning.

PH - 163

06/13/2012



To Public Hearing Man Ying Lee
Date: Juntl (4 2017|6240 Maple Road
ftem #__ 72 Richmond BC
Re:_[Dulan $164 VTE 1G5

-8 JUN 017

City of Richmond
6911 No. 3 Road
Richmond BC
V6Y 2C1

Dear Sir / Madam:

Re: Rezoning Application on 9160 No, 2 Road Richmond [File No. RZ10-516267)

1 am writing to oppose the abovementioned rezoning application. The concermns include
the following:

1. This project will not conform to the norm, stereotype of our neighborhood 2s 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 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 environment of this quiet community.

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

~ Yours faighfully
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Send a Submission Online (response #687)

Page 1 of 1

To Pubiic Heaaring
MayorandCouncillors Date: Nunt (& Lot/
I A Vot W A S e e e i .}temugL_._@ ey
From: City of Richmond Website [webgraphrcs@rrchrnond cal Re: @M(@M) %7 66\
Sent: June 13, 2012 7:14 PM
To: MayorandCouncillors

Subject: Send a Submission Online (response #687)
Categories: 12-8060-20-8769 - 9160 No 2 Rd RZ 10-516287 - Western Maple Lane Holdings

Send a Submission Online (response #687)

Survey Informatlon

Slte |C|ty Websrte

Page Trlle | Send a Submnssron Onlme

URL http //cms rlohmond ca/Page1 ?93 aspx
Submlssmn Tlme/Date ‘ 6/1 3/201 2 7 18 20 PM

Survey Response

f Your Name: § Gord Turner -

i Your Address ] 6631 Jumper Dr

Subject Property Address OR
Bylaw Number

Comments:

06/14/2012

RZ 10-516267

We have no objectlon 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 betier idea now when there
are many more homes both sides of the
barricade. If's about livable neighbourhoods.

RECEIVED /-

UERKS O
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Send a Submission Online (response #691)

MayorandCouncnIlors

From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

City of Richmond Website [webgraphlcs@nchmond cal
June 14, 2012 9:55 AM

MayorandCouncillors

Send a Submission-COnline (response #691)

Page 1 of 1
“To ?'ubhc Hearing
Date:Jutel (2 ,Z0(2
Item & 2~
rrylaw B76R

Categories: 12-8060-20-8769 - 9160 No 2 Rd RZ 10-516267 - Western Maple Lane Holdings

Send a Submission Online (response #691)

Survey Infm matxon

Slte ‘ Clty WebStte _
Page Tttle Send a Submlssnon Online
URL: http l/cms nchmond ca/Page1793.aspx

Submission Time/Date: : 6/1 4/201 2 9.59.08 AM

Suwey Rebponse

Your Name | John Cantello

Your Address 61 20 Maple Road

Subject Property Address OR '
Bylaw Number:

Comments:

06/14/2012

(RZ 10-516267) 9160 No. 2 Road.

My wife & | can not make it to thls hearing thls
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 |
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
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To Public Hearing
Date: = ceag 12 el

tem #___ %

Mayor and Councillors
City of Richmond
6911 No. 3 Road
Richmond, BC, VéY 2C1

Dear Mayor and Councillors,

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 gémore
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 thoughtful consideration will be much appreciated.

Neighbourhood Concern Group

30 5 s retsioed_ not 6, semnle abelod
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April 1, 2012

Mayor and Counciliors
City of Richmond

6911 No. 3 Road
Richmond, BC, VBY 2C1

Dear Mayor and Councillors,

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] — 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 cholce 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 blased 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 shaould 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 singte-family
houses situated on oversized lots, Townhouses of the type and guantity 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 close to that main intersection will only create more problems.
The Mapie 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 doubtless negatively affect the serenity and
peacefulness of this low-density community.

4, Anincrease of 18 households will no doubt create a parking problem along Mapie 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

“aflowance 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 tota! 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 ail we ask
for. Please do not fundamentally change our neighbbrhood for the sake of another multiunit development.

Your thoughtful consideration is much appreciated.

Yours sincerely,

' .- ? 1
Signatures(s) f%m
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Send a Submission Online (response #692) Page 1 of 1

To Public Hearing
Date: Ju¢ /J’ =0/ 2|
MayorandCouncnIors Item # o

T e D e e R AT At ‘R&*ﬁ wpf BT Y

From: City of Richmond Website {webgraphlcs@nchmond cal
Sent: June 14, 2012 12:09 PM
To: MayorandCouncillors

Subject: Send a Submission Online {response #692)
Categories: 12-8060-20-8769 - 8160 No 2 Rd RZ 10-516267 - Western Maple Lane Holdings

Send a Submission Online (response #692)

Suwey Informatlon
: Slle Clty Websﬂe

Page Tltle i Send a Submnssnon Onlme | *

URL % http //cms nchmond ca/Page1793 aspx
' :6/14/2012 12 13 04 PM

Submlssmn Tlme/Da

Survey Response

' Your Name: Fellx Fel Lu

Your Address 6071 Martymuk Place Rlchmond BC

Subject Property Address OR Zoning Amendment Bylaw 8769 (RZ 10-
Bylaw Number - 516267)

| strongly oppose proposed rezoning for
townhouse in this quiet community. | beheve
| that everyone in this neighbourhood oppose
| this rezoning. Also | want to let you know: |
. have faith that city council will listen to the
¢ voice of majority people in this community
Comments: i over one developer. After all | it's the people
i in the community matters. if I were still in
China, | wouldn't bother to write this email or
something else , because government alway
:' side with real estate developer. | had reaily
5 . bad experience about that and today I'm so
’ . Iucky to Ilve in such great country* Thanks'

@M

‘ JUN 14 200 |

PH-170
06/14/2012



City of Richmond _
Planning and Development Department Report to Committee

To: Planning Committee Date: April 26, 2012

From: Brian J. Jackson, MCIP

Director of Development File: RZ 11-562830

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 of 4820 Garry Street from “Single Detached (RS1/E)” to
“Single Detached (RS2/A)”, be introduced and given first reading.

rian J.4&kson, MCIP
Director of Development

EL:rg
Att.

FOR ORIGINATING DEPARTMENT USE ONLY H(}T/W

ROUTED TO: CONCURRy CONCYURRENCE OF%ENERAL MANAGER
Affordable Housing Y 'N O WM

j vy
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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 (RS1/E) to Single Detached (RS2/A) in order to permit
the property to be subdivided into two (2) single-family residential {ots.

Findings of Fact

A Development Application Data Sheet providing details about the development proposal is
altached (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-family dwellings on small fots 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 permits rezoning and subdivision of lots on this
section of Garry Street in accordance with “Single Detached (RS2/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 m* (4,165 ft) 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 applicant has agreed to provide a voluntary cash contribution for affordable housing based
on §1 per square foot of building area for single-family developments (i.¢. $ 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 unti! 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.
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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 required prior to rezoning bylaw
adoption.

Public Input

There bave 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
confirmed 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 pinimum of two (2) trees per lot in
recognition of the benefits of urban trees (munimum 6 cm calliper deciduous or 3 m high
conifer). The applicant has agreed to plant and maintain a total of four (4) trees on the future lots
(two (2) per future lot]. Prior to rezoning adoption, the applicant must submit a security in the
amount of $2,000 ($500/tree) to ensure new trees are planted and maintained on-site.

Site Servicing & Vehicle Access

There are no servicing concerns with 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
1n 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 1n 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 Assignment 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 (RS1/A and
RS2/A), created from larger lots. All the relevant technical issues have been addressed. Several
rernaining lots zoned Single Detached (RS1/E) along Garry Street have the potential to rezone
and subdivide.

Conclusion

This rezoning application to permit subdivision of an existing large lot into two (2) smaller 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)

EL:rg

Attachment 1: Location Map/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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6911 No. 3 Roag

www.richmond.ca
604-276-4000

Richmond, BC V6Y 2Cl1

City of Richmond

Development Application

Data Sheet

5
RZ 11-582830 Attachment 2

Address: 4820 Garry Street

Applicant: Amrit Maharaj

Planning Area(s):

Steveston (Schedule 2.4)

Owner:

Amvrit T Maharaj, Arti R Maharaj,
Ambalika Maharaj

To be determined

Site Size (m?):

Approx 774 m* (8,332 ft?)

Two lots — each approximately
387 m? (4,165 ft*)

Land Uses:

Cne (1) single-family dwelling

Two (2) single-family dwellings

Generalized Land Use Map

OCP Designation: designation — “Neighbourhood No change
Residential”

Area Plan Designation: Single-Fah\ily No change
Policy 5471 permits subdivision to

702 Policy Designation: “Single 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

Sutgi?vli::i‘::rf ots Bylaw Requirement Proposed Variance
Fioor 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 m? 387 m? none
Setback — Front & Rear Yards (m): Min. 6 m Min. 6 m none
Setback — Side Yard (m): Min. 1.2 m Min. 1.2 m none
Height (m): Max. 2 7 storeys max. 2 % storeys none
Other. _Tree replacement compensation required for loss of significant trees.

3374326
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Attachment 3

TN

City of Richmond Policy Manual

Page 1 of 2

Adopted_by .Councﬂ - July 29 2002

File Ref: 4045-00

POLICY 5471:

The following policy establishes lot sizes for properties along Garry Street, between No. 1
Road and Railway Avenue (ih 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 permifted lo 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 jocated 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
townhouse rezoning applications in this area for a penod of not less than five years,
unléss changed by the amending procedures contained in the Zoning and Development
Bylaw.
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Rezoning would be permitted to RI/A.
(9 m or 29.527 ft. Wide lots)

Townhouse or single-family lots.

J6 detached townhouse units that
resemble single-family homes.

Policy 5471
Section 02-3-7

Ouginal Date: 07/29/02
Revision Date:

Note: Dimensions are in METRES
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ATTACHMENT 4

fB-181 P58-60
Drawn By: MY
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ATTACHMENT 5

City of Rezoning Considerations

Development Applications Division

Rlchmond 6911 No. 3 Road, Richmond, BC V8Y 2C1

Address: 4820 Garry Street File No.: RZ 11-582830

Prior to final adoption of Zoning Amendment Bylaw 8825, the devcloper is required to complete the
following:

1.
2.

Registration of a flood indemnity covenant on title.

The City’s acceptance of the applicant’s voluntary contribution of $1.00 per buildable square foot of the 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 final 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.

Submission of a Landscaping Security to the City of Richmond in the amount of $2,000 ($500/tree) for the planting
and maintenance of four (4) new trees (ininimum 6 c¢m 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:

1.

o

Payment of Development Cost Charges (City and GVS & DD), School Site Acquisition Charge, Address Assignment
Fee, and Servicing Costs.

Roadworks to be done at the developer’s sote cost via City Work Order. Roadworks include, but not limited to,
relocating the crosswatk 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.

Note: Tf on-site street tree relocation is not possible, a 2:1 replacement compensation will be required.

Note:

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 Titte Act.

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

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

[signed original on file]

Signed Date
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% 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 folfows:

I. The Zoning Map of the City of Richmond, which accompanies and forms pat of
Richmond Zoning Bytaw 8500, is amended by repealing the existing zoning designation
of the following area and by designating it SINGLE DETACHED (RS2/E).

P.I.D. 004-041-682 _
Lot 57 Section 2 Block 3 North Range 7 West New Westminster District Plan 31520

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

88257,
FIRST READING . WAy 728 7612

. APPROVED
A PUBLIC HEARING WAS HELD ON : \J\é
SECOND READING : fgr;?gl/&?

. 0| cltor
THIRD READING i Q\@\
OTHER REQUIREMENTS SATISFIED PN
ADOPTED
MAYOR CORPORATE OFFICER
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Report to Committee
Pianning and Development Department

Planning Committee Date: May 7, 2012

Brian J. Jackson

Director of Development File: RZ 12-601319

Application by City of Richmond for Rezoning at 23591 Westminster Hwy. from
Single Detached (RS1/F) to School & Institutional Use (Sl}

Staff Recommendation

That:

1.

That Bylaw No. 8880 to amend the Official Community 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 “Community 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 1n accordance with OCP Bylaw
Preparation Consultation Policy 5043, 1s hereby deemed not to require further
consultation.

4. That Bylaw No. 8881, for the rezoning of 23591 Westminster Hwy. from “Single
Detached (RS1/F)” to “School & Institutional Use (SI)” be introduced and given first
reading.

%‘f%’"‘/&, 4 FOR ORIGINATING DEPARTMENT USE ONLY
g;iantl. Jat?}gson | t URRE TING GENERAL MANAGER
irector of Developmen
/%J 4’ FEN
BJ:dcb
Att. 6
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May 7, 2012 -2- RZ 12-601319

Staff Report
Origin

The City of Richmond has applied for permission to rezone 23591 Westminster Highway from
Single Detached (RS1/F) to Schoo! 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 snte from
“Residential (Mixed Multiple and Single-Family)” to “Community Facilities”.

Project Description

The 2,287.5 m* site wi)! be developed to accommodate a licensed child daycare facility
approximately 315 m® (3,400 ft%) 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 cousist of wood-frame modular units installed on a permanent 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 terms 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 graded 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. 57.3m’ total) and open
outdoor play areas (approx. 658.6 m” total). These play areas well exceed the BC Child Care
Licensing requirements. The site will be fenced and landscaped to ensure child 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 stal]s 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 / delivery needs of the facility. One Class 1 (indoor) and two Class 2
(outdoor) bicycle stalls are also provided.

3482714 PH - 184



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 maximum of eight employees on site at any one time to facilitate continuous
care from 7:30 am fo 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,

The 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 fandscape 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 73,259m” Translink Operations and Maintenance Bus
Facility (RZ 09-484669 adopted Oct 8, 2010 ; DP 10-535726 in circulation). The Translink site
1s zoned Light Industrial (IL).

To the East: Westminster Highway and Highway 91A.

To the South: Westminster Highway and a large 6,673m* vacant lot owned by the BC
Transportation Financing Authority and zoned Single Detached (RS1/F).

To the West: Two large single family residential lots zoned Single Detached (RS1/F).
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
accommodating 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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Council Resolution
On June 28, 2010, Council adopted the following resolution related to the proposed child daycare
facility:

That the Communlty 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,
20089, for the establishment of a Clty-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 Communijty 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 sdge of the Community Amenity Lands to Smith Crescent, at
the estimated cost of $45,000;

3. aspecial crosswalk with advanced warning signage be installed on Westminster Highway
at Smith Crescent, at the estimated cost of $40,000;

4. an extruded curb be installed befween the existing eastbound travel lane and shoulder on
the east side of Westminster Highway, from Smith Crescent to Gilley Road, to create a
delfineated walkway and cycling path at the estimated cost of $70,000;

5. anew bus stop for the westbound bus be located in close proximity to the Community
Amenlty 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, 2010, 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 resuit 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 of the
criteria for operating a licensed child daycare. VCH 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 28™ 2012).

Richmond Advisory Design Panel

Although a Development Permit is not required for this daycare facility as it is considered an
“Institutional use” 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 Aftachment 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 (MoTD)

Preliminary Approval has been granted by MoTTI (letter dated February 29, 2012) for one year
parsuant to section 52(3)(a) of the Transportation Act. No other concems 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.

Concems for the neighbours include:
e Managing drainage impacts during 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 connection to the City's systerm was anticipated in the future.

e  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 of the future retaining wall.
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Fencing at the top of the retaining wall must meet child safety requirements. Given that
constraint however, Facilities staff have committed to mecting 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 this 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 permission, 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
carlicr, 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 doue.

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,

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 stafl
have indicated that this location provides acceptable sight lines to traffic in both
directions.
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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;

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 of §40,000;

Status: The special crosswalk with advanced warning signal was installed in 201] 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, from Smith Crescent fo Gilley Road, ro create a
delineated walkway and cycling path at the estimated cost of $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 in 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. This is anticipated to be completed in late 2013.

6. Staff comment on the issues surrounding the pedestrian improvements on the north side
of Westminster Highway.

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 from
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'lood 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 Bylaw No. 8204 and the prescribed mintmum 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, 2010. 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 watrranted.

Tree Survey

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 of the 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 staftf on their
Servicing Agreement (SA10-532629) 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 bike 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 of the Translink Servicing Agreement.

Based upon the submitted capacity analysis undertaken for the daycare project, storm, sanitary
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 storm sewer will come from the
south side of Westminster Hwy. This design is to be included in the offsite works being done by
Translink.

Staff have worked with Translink to coordinate the timing of the offsite works with the opening
of the proposed child care facility.

Additional fire flow analysis is to be undertaken at the Building Permit 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 hefp
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.

//ﬁa&/&Aﬁ/\

David Brownlee
Planner 2

DCB:cas

Attachment 1: 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

g4 PH - 191



ATTACHMENT 1

Original Date: 02/23/12

Note: Dimensioss are in METRES

Revision Date:

RZ 12-601319

V4

PROPOSED
REZONING

/Al

i City of Richmond

A\ Y

/

3482714

PH - 192



ATTACHMENT 1

Original Date: 02/23/12

RZ 12-601319 Hamendsd Dute

Note; Dimmsians aré m METRES

3482714 PH - 193



ATTACHMENT 2

b | o s

=

ALyDI3I JUVIAYT AN SBZUL

¥ 130 bLNOR ) ¥ 30N ¢ B 1 K01

..,. ;.,i:.wmmmoﬁ_s
Tm w3 N i
vns.ﬁ_ Ry Jam @ — - -

Nvd 31IS

FIV 1T REVPD L WO IR |
IE0 W (| DNDD LR Seams AR

200 L v J0VE0 OO QM3

ZNSLe!

ONIQTNG’

| RAYOAVA MING

| Dearbourvian 4

5
b 5
o

PH - 194

L

*

i

-

it - ok

N e
A@ ._. TN OO0 0511




ATTACHMENT 2

L1
=
N\
_/

nvu s
L]

R

20w opeptoRl il

DRy (kb s_.nos._EB.\
2 XX

2Tk

TOT @Ay~
~Ixg e
ol

iy
>
o

'.'.'.nz:'éx
GO rORY RO [ 1l v
W N\HO
b
s

o Svey
v apal

]|

|

_m

e

PH - 195

3482714



ATTACHMENT 2

g
—
=3
e ]

NOUIIS LS 3ONIR L
R
AVE Araled MGN| ezl

DOI:L TIVIS

V-V NOILO3S

3080 CNUSI
300 IKUSKY 3QVHO MMSINI T X 3nn

uz_ 30 3NN 30083 a3hshU
bol&c\lk% = g Sy e T e o
dﬂ/ ﬂr\/ ~ - e —— - |||||||I.I.|.HI||..||| - l“l.l - —
HOIH j s e e—— — =
. Nvmaas T ..E-Hm...@quﬂunﬂﬂ. TG .:5 v._H..un..E\\? 7
zm.—wZ_B }.wamx(\ﬁ.: & prsigbs J "SNIQINES mm(.n;dt Y

N |
120 SHAST ?m AVl
JN

i |

St

—_————

PH - 196

3482714



ATTACHMENT 2

s | e s ool 02 ¥
E ‘ L }‘ ; Y sy e L O s u“m»-':r‘-..‘ A TR LAY
§ Ynlmi! 53 VIAEDE| “oS  wou meo e seo
g
¢
HUIE i
1) HIP o5 z
ORI ) i
" A =
Aie ] 2
(idiEmhi =
— T = z!
H o2 .
g O‘ ]
z4 _
=
(
- ( : ?
I L
g E
| =B
<23 | il =
=
= v o
<« | Bt Q =
E : ‘ lillf. |RTITET ﬁ%{ < g
3, QP* e y & v
SN IR o
H S 3 73 7}
oty E :
. J/

3482714 PH - 197



ATTACHMENT 2

e | o e

SNOUDES TR

e

T SR Y
AUTNG IMYDAVG MGNT 5ETLL

F _ g NOIST

3 e —_ o —

........ gy T e

L i , s lu....dnulld I
T 1)

v zm_&w
R

£-II;-IIJH,JH;:. N Sl .!.H.:m.uJJ il e =

S

F—[_V_L|-|_E——r-——_-—_—_-—_r_f__-_—__-__.FL_!_—___

R ==
11 yauY; ALNLIY ;ﬁi.:§5<w
< r : 5:3: cai_m
i = : B :

—_—— ==

PH - 198

i B
-
l‘l'ln whatiny // ~

3482714



ATTACHMENT 2

o | mmt vmam

——nee e

NV ¥OOU IO 0
—
T A a T
AMNIOYT S¥vOXv0 N[ SETLL

_ W LIC ™ iyeac
i SBEEC 3605
YIYY SSOHD YRV 13N J0Q0NI

1

:q
s ! -l
picqll |~ .
ezb H e —
mmmm MW 1 — H.

m w1 .~

=

R
11
|
} * ] I |} s |
~ | ] 1 1 . Lra
. | e Voo | oA
% _ _ Fl= cjl = UHH“UU‘HHI\I.KH.HI..|.H.
e LR . lhl_u.w‘_.nnr_xl_._||_|
Ry \ N ] R 7|
__ * r i ! ] ) d _— 2
s 77 ' 1 (K 1 1
. pﬂ R T o GiEke =1 =
| _ - .. 1 i b HI
h = | U 14 v 1
e - - ™ (- 1 r i
- [ = "_luu “AiTr4r ~|_|_| Q710
4 I E Ny "7 577 ==~ X1
| = 3 m\_Jul_ e ambed N\&! 1
I SRR ) T
W |} [ I !
3 > sar o A

I
|
|
!

= o

Pyl pi el /
Iy YA

PH - 199

3482714



1LT8be

ASPHALT SHINGLFS:
MALARKEY LEGACY
"NATURAL WOOD"

N~

[ PRINWSHEN WETAL
FLASHNG

PRINNSHED UETAL
GUTIEH

‘—'DCD FASTH

FROUUATE UNE o
TBISli GRADE AT UNC
EXTERIOR CHADDING EXIERIOR EXT DOORS of collus
P-§ P=2
EAST ELEVATION ASPIALT SHINGLIS:
—— MALARATY LEGACY
SOLE WIURAL WO

SW CB)T SUNOANCE NPHALT SHIRCUS
TR

DI DGOR)
O woCh*

Qs (Sany
SW 300 ROCACT COPMER WED

A0
O 44 =10 YRASTIOMIL KCT
S ()
SW GU78 RDWUST BTG (o} W 7US? CAIY ARR
OCYOR Do) (DTTX0A ™UL

2 40-40 COSBLE SIONE .sno-qohwnm::uwc

GL—s {SaTpey AN, Glad (IaTN)

' @ COLOR SCHEME

oD WA

Learning Tree Daycare - GHVI

APEIL 2ND, 2009 aamaninads

PH - 200

Z INIJIWHOVLLVY



"REFERENCE MODULAR DAYCARE BUILDINGS

P

Kitsiiano Daycare s«

200 W. 8lh Aonue, Voneauwen 5C

Boat Daycare s

2708 Victoo Driva, Voncouvos BC

.

Typlcal Landscape Elements

pRtesTv]

A fL

HICHWAY

NEW DMYCARE FACAITY

21881
-

-_‘.r-
(1285

PH - 201

Z INJIWHOVLLY



ATTACHMENT 3

C.Ity of Development Application Data Sheet
RlChmond Development Applications Division

RZ 12-601319 Attachment 3

Address: 23591 Westminster Hwy.

Applicant: City of Richmond

Planning Area(s): Hamillon
Existing Proposed
Owner: City of Richmond Same '
Site Size (mz): 2,287.5m? same
Land Uses: vacant Child Daycare Facility
OCP Designation: Neighbourhood Residential same
Area Plan Designation: Re5|_dent|al {Mixed Multiple and Single- Community Facilities Use
Famity)

Zoning: Single Detached (RS1/F) School & {nstitutional Use (SI)

On Future . .

Subdivided Lots Bylaw Requirement Proposed Variance
Floor Area Ratio: No maximum 0.14 none permitted
Lot Coverage — Building: No maximum 15% none
Lot Size (min. dimensions): . No minimum 2,287.6m? none
Setback — Front Yard (m). Min. 6.0 m Greater than 6.0 m Min. none
Selback - Side & Rear Yards (m): Min. 3.0 m Greater than 3.0 m Min. none
Height (m): 12m Approx. 6.0 m none
0.75 space per employee plus
1 space for each 10 children

. _ . in care 11 including 1 handicapped

Off-street Parking Spaces — Total: 0.75 x 8 employees = 6 space none
33 children = 3.3
Tolal stalls required: 10
Loading Bay 1 medium 1 medium none
Tandem Parking Spaces: permitted 5 stalls for dropoff none
. Class 1: 1 spaces Class 1: 1 spaces

Bicycle Spaces Class 2. 2 spaces Class 2; 2 spaces none

Other:

e

%chmond
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ATTACHMENT 4

DRAFT —Advisory Design Panel
Wednesday, April 18, 2012

Excerpt of Minutes

RZ 12-601319 - HAMILTON CHILD DAYCARE FACILITY

'APPLICANT: City of Richmond

PROPERTY LOCATION: 23591 Westminster Highway

Applicant's Presentation

Mark 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
Commenits from the Panel were as follows:

. appreciate the accommodation for toilet requirements for daycare staff and children in
wheelchairs or with mobility impairment;

. due to grade issues, give attention fo 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 ocate 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 well-resolved project
notwithstanding the challenges in grading;

. 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;

PH - 203



ATTACHMENT 4

. large verge at the edge of Westminster Highway could be treated to soften the street
and provide buffering from 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 Jocation needs to be separated from the street/curb to set better precedent for
the neighbourhood,;

. would appreciate if proposals from the Pane] could be integrated into the project’s
terms of reference;

. consider providing temporary cover or tent-like structure for outdoor play. areas to
provide opportunities for outdoor play during 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 consiraints, the terms of reference should encourage
innovation by the proponents in terms of landscaping, building massing, articulation,
window elements and roof form;

. comments of Pane!l members may provide interesting solutions to challenges faced by
the project;

. ensure that there is sufficient tree planting in the northem edge of the site to provide
sun shade for children during sunny days;

. modular structure has successful 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 1f the primary play area is on the highway
side;

. in view of the location of the play area, look at some serious butfering 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 crawlispace; could be incorporated under the
building at minimal cost.
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ATTACHMENT 5

_GHMIR

Aprl 27, 2012 GRAHAM HOFFART MATHIASEN ARCHITECTS

City of Rlchmong Suile 203

Development Applications 10190 1524 Street
6911 No. 3 Rood f/tzﬂr'zen;c
Richmond, Bitish Columbila

VéY 2C1 Conasa Tel: (604)581-8128

Fox: (604) 581-8148

Afn:  David Brownlee
Speclal Projects Planner

Deor Sk:

Re: RZ 12-601319 - Hamliton Chitd Daycare Factlity Project No.: 11285
Rasponse o ADP Minutes of Aprii 18 2012

Asrequesled, here Is our 1esponse 10 recommendations made by the Design Advisory Panel mesting held
on Apnl 18, 2012, The thoughiful comments are acknowledged., and oppreciated for thelr Intent in helping
10 improve the Homilllon Doycare project.

The following response Is Intended to provide context and background to comments suggesting changes,
and lo indicole a proposed course of action for the Design-Builcer, Responses aie Indicated by folics.

» due to grade Issues, give attention 1o romping os It is necessary to provide continuous surfaces wihin
fhe site.

This Issue has been cddaressed. The sife Is genfly groded 10 the front doors so as not to requireé romps
for primary occess to The buliding. In addlfion, the InfontiToddier access to the exterior Is provided with
o ramp to facliitate moving Infants and tcddlers in strollers from both fronf and rear access poinss,

= nfomnation provided on the edge delolls of the bullding could use more resoiution; concrele
crowispace king of finish below the hardie panet Is not visudlly interesting; consider adding o diffsrent
material, e.g. corugoled metal; no space for berm or planter;

The bullding finlshes will be changed fo conceal the concrete crawlspoce foundation walls.

= question the location of the play ared which IS adjocent to Westminster Highway: why not locate it
adjocent to the park to the norh of the siie?; may have shadow lssuses bul would be more more
removed from the road;

The bullding sifing was reviewed In dstall in consuitation with Clly of, Richmona Plonning, Engingering.
Project Development, and Sockal Services Depariment staff. A number of factors led to the placement
of the bullding towards the rear of the site:

1) There Is a large grode chonge required 1o meet flood ploin elevations - the floor elevatlon is 3.8m
compared fo o current averoge site elevation of 1.1 - 1.2m. Distonce is necessary fo help mitigote
the visuol and logistical effacts of site graoing fransiiions, Including planning cons/derations around
the visual impact 1O the public of high retalning walls along the front of the property, as well as
traffic engineering concerns around traffic sight lines along the curve of the odjacent roocway.

Ron Hoftar
Aichitectinc., 8. Asch., MAIBC

Mork Mafhlasen
Page 1 of 4 Atcrilect Inc., B. Ach., MAIBC
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ATTACHMENT 5

Aprll 27, 2012
RZ 12-601319 - Hamliton Chlid Daycare Facliity
Response to ADP Minutes of Aprll 18 2012

GRAHAM HOFFART MATHIASEN ARCHITECTS

2} Plocement fowords the rear of the site mitigales impacts to the adjocent nelghbour due 1o lower
retaining woll helghts ond befter views lowords the front of the property where the aojocent house
Is locoted.

3} flcensing requirements, for sofety ond operdiional reosons, stipulote o physical separafion between
ihe infontfloddler and 3-5 oge group ploy arecs.

4) set bock requirements combined with access 1o the sunny south side, grading issues, sight lines,
pubiic presence, and 1the requirerment for sepordaie play areas ail helped leod to the deciston to
place the lorgest play area, designed for 25 3-5 yeor olds, on the sunny south side. The smaller pioy
areo, designed for 8 infanis and toddliers, was determined o be best localed on the shadter and
Quleter north side.

m  reloining wall of the west property’line should be trected nicely In considsration of he nelghbouring
fesidenticl property to the immediate west,

Commentirequirerent will be passed along o the Deasign-Bullder. Product such as “Allan Block”, o
smoller scate archifeciural concrete product, is proposed.

= @ hills a great ploy surface; look at opportuniiies 1o create ¢ slopsed surfoce from fhe covered deck
edge down 10 grade to Integrote ihe areas, e.g. througn on-grade landscaping Instead of loftice
barrler;

The suggestad hill is likely not possible, os Cily stoff provided Instructions through eoriler reviews 1o
reduce slopes In the ploy oreo for sofely reasons. Other landscope opportunities , such os plonf
scresning, would mifigats the visual Issue that Is mentioned.

®  large verge ot the edge of Westminster Highwaoy ¢could be treated to soften ihe streel and provide
bufiering from 1he street; consider a reforestation plan (L.e., planting of small trees thot eventually grow
Into big ones) 10 Integrate cosi-effeciive plonting info boulevord to assist in screening noise and kaffic
coming from the highway to the ploy oreg;

Off-site work Is determined by the prior re-zoning process corried out for this site by B.C. Translt, and s
oulside the scope of this applicotion.  For Information purposes, #f Is noted that input from fraffic
engineering and plonning during the slte plonning phase suggests that this Is noi an option for troffic
safely reasons Que fo required sight lines around the curve.

n sldewalk location needs to be seporoted from the shest/curo to sel befter precedent for the
neighbourhood;

Off-site work Is deterrnined by the prior re-zoning process corrled out for this site by B.C. Transit, and s
ouside the scope of this applicotion.

= would appreciate If proposals from the Panel could be Injegrated into the prolect's terms of reference;

Design Panel proposals will be addrassed In consullation wilh Cify staff for Inclusion In the Design-8ulid
Request for Proposols terms of reference.,

Page 20t 4
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Aptll 27, 2012 ' : .
RZ 12-601319 - Homilton Chlld Daycare Facliity ) .
Response to ADP Minutes of April 18 2012

GRAHAM HOFFART MATHIASEN ARCHITECTS

= consider providing temporary cover or tent-like structure for cutdoor play aress to provide opportunifies
for outdoor ploy during ratn;

Covered play spoce Is olready provided for both play oreos ot the front ond bock of the property. A
small tent-iike struciure In oddifion 1o these could be beneficlal ond playtul on the street site, ond moy
be considered if budget ond Cify of Richmona plonning considerations aliow for it.

= consider more playfulness In window poitern, e.g. lower windows for toddlers;
All windows for chiidren’s activiy arecs are ploced at the child appropriate sl helght of 1%-10".
Windows for adutf oreas ore ploced ot aporopriate helghts to coordinate with miilwork, furnifure, ond
function,

a8 conslder using roof fencefvents or slronger changes In 10of lines ong forms to breck up the mossing of
the roof and add plaviuiness 10 it;

Comment will be passed clong fo the Design-Bulider.

m  consider odding onother colour lo ado more ployfulness to the project considering thal i is o oycore
facility;

Comment will be passed olong to the Design-Bulider.

= understond the budget constroints of the project; however, consider improving 1exture of the paving
coming out Inlo the parking area;

Comment wilf be passed olong fo the Design-Builder.

1 notwlihstanging the budge! constraints, the terms of reference should encourage innovation by the
proponrents In ferms of landscopling, bullding massing, oficulation, window elements and roof form;

Comment will be passed along 1o the Design-8ulider.

n ensure that there Is sufficlent tree planting In the northem edge of e site to provids sun shade for
chilldren during sunny days;

Comment will be passed along 1o the Deslgn-Bulider.

B modular structure hos successful precedents; ensure fhot wooden members ore sized to be visudlly
propodional ond ¢chunky; should tle-in with landscope elements;

Cormment will be passed along o the Deslgn-Bulider.
n  ensuie thaot there Is sufficient bufferng if the pimaory play area Is on the highway side;

Comment will be passed clong 10 the Design-Bullder. Note 1hot lronsporency In the fencing on the
sfreel side was a requirement of Planning. and willl require review with Clly siaff,

Page 3 of 4
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ATTACHMENT §

_GHMIR

GRAHAM HOFFART MATHIASEN ARCHITECTS

Aprl 27,2012
RZ 12-601319 - Hamiiton Chlid Daycare Facliity
Response to ADP Minutes of April 18 2012

= |nview of the locofion of the play area, look at some serious buffering along the edge of Westminster
Righway to address ihe nolse Issue;

See previous comment,

= bullding Is raised ond thefe Is o foit amount of space undermneacth; consider the possibiitty of a storage
oreo in the cromwispace; could be incomorated under the bullding at minimal cost,

Comment will be passed along o the Design-Bullder, Storage under the buliding will require the
addiilon of a fire sprinkier protection systern which may not be supported by the budget.

Thank you for the opporunity 10 present this project to the Chy of Richmond Dasign Ponel. | tust the
preceding comments are nelpful. Please do not hesilate 1o call the undersigned should you have fusther
queries or comments arsing out of the above noted comments.

Sincerely,

Graham Hoffarl Mathiasen Architects

Mark Mothiasen, MAIBC, LEED®AP

cc: Jonet Whitehead, Project Manager, Clty of Richmaond Project Development & Facllities Services
Martin Younis, Project Coordinator, City of Richmond Project Development & Facliities Services

FAY1285 Karniton OoyeoteAl.D fre-Corstruciiont) & Clly (Saheduies, Code Ancyss, 8.P,, O P.RADP-Brownies respansa 01-04-27 wpd

Page 4 of 4
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ATTACHMENT 6

City of Rezoning Considerations
. Development Applications Division
Richmond 6911 No. 3 Road, Richmond, BC V8Y 2C1

Address: 23591 Westminster Hwy. File No.: RZ 12-601319

Prior to final 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:

). 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 Traftic Control Manual for works on Roadways (by Ministry of
Transportation) and MMCD Traffic Regulation Section 0]570.

(For more information refer to : http://www.richmond.ca/services/tip/special.htm).

2. Additional fire flow analysis are to be undertaken at the Building Permit stage once the building design has been
confirmed.

3. Obtain a Building Permit (BP) for any construction hoarding. If construction hoarding is required to temporarily
occupy a publjc street, the air space above a public street, or any part thereof, additional City approvals and associated
fees may be required as part of the Building Permit. For additional information, contact the Building Approvals
Division at 604-276-42885.

[Signed original on file]

Signed Date
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pars 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 “COMMUNITY FACILITIES”.

P.ID. 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
MAY 2 8
FIRST READING _ 2012 | RiCHMOND
. ' ) APPROVED
PUBLIC HEARING 1 C’//
SECOND READING APEROVED
o jcttor
THIRD READING | &\
\ 0]
ADOPTED AN
MAYOR - CORPORATE OFFICER

PH - 210
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V52 City of
“ Richmond Bylaw 8881

Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500
Amendment Bylaw 8881 (RZ 12-601319)
23591 WESTMINSTER HIGHWAY

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)

P1D. 028-376-650
Lot B Section 36 Block S North Range 4 West New Westminster District Plan

BCP46528.
2. This Bylaw may be cited as “Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500, Amendment Bylaw
8881”.
MAY 9 R {1
APPROVED
PUBLIC HEARING \_C%
SECOND READING : APPROVED
r/Apligitor
THIRD READING i
MINISTRY OF TRANSPORTATION APPROVAL l U(/
OTHER CONDITIONS SATISFIED
ADOPTED
MAYOR CORPORATE OFFICER

1486618 PH - 211
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City of Richmond

Planning and Development Department Report to Committee
To: Planning Committes Date:  April 24, 2012
From: Brian J. Jackson, MCIP File: 08-4045-20-
Acling General Manager, Planning and Development T 10/2012-Vol 01
Re: City Centre Area Plan (CCAP) Text Amendments: Density Calculation

Clarification for Minor Streets, Lanes, Mews, Parks, and Open Spaces Not
Identified in Richmond’s Development Cost Charge (DCC) Program

Staff Recommendation

1. That Official Community Plan Amendment Bylaw No. 8888, which amends Official Community
Plan Bylaw No. 7100 by making text amendments to Schedule 2.10 (City Centre Area Plan) to
clarify the intent of the Plan ip respect to Jands voluntarily dedicated or othenwise fransferred to
the City by developers for use as “minor streets” (i.e., as designated vnder the Plan), lanes,
mews, parks, and open spaces not identified in the Development Cost Charge (DCC) program for
land acquisition purposes, and make clear that the Cily may, in its discretion on a project-by-
project basis, include such lands in the calculation of “net development site” for the purpose of
determining the maximum permitted floor area, be introduced and given first reading.

2. That Bylaw No. 8888, hav:Lng been considered in conjunction with:
s the City's Financial Plan and Capital Program;
s the Greater Vancouver Regional District Solid Waste and Liquid Waste Management Plans;
1s 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. 8888, having been considered in accordance with OCP Bylaw Preparation
Consultation Policy 5043, is hereby deemed not to require further consultation,

' ackson, MCIP

Bri
Acting Genceral Manager, Planning and Development

BJ:spe
Aft.

FOR ORIGINATING DEPARTMENT USE ONLY
ROUTED TO: CON;(UB.RENCE CONCURRENCE OF ACTING GENERAL MANAGER
Law Y N Ao~
Parks Y rz/ N 0 AN /MA/ =
Transportation Y NO P -
REVIEWED BY TAG YES P NO Reviewen 8y CAO YES NO

Y =

3517787
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April 24,2012 -2-

Staff Report
Origin

The purposc of this staff report and bylaw js to propose text amendments to the City Centre Area
Plan (CCAP) for the purpose of:

o Clarifying the intent of the Pfan in respect to lands that are voluntanly dedicated or otherwise
transferted 10 the City (i.e., fee simple lot) by developers for use as “minor streels” (1.€., as
designated under the Plan), lanes, mews, parks, and open spaces, but are not identified o the
Development Cost Charge (DCC) program for land acquisifion purposes; and

o Making clear that the City may, in its discretion on a projeci-by-project basis, include such
lands in the calculation of “net development site” for the purpose of determining the maximum
permitied 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 are
not efigible for financial compensation via the DCC program (i.e., most “minor streets”, lanes,
mews, and some parks are not identified for land acquisition purposes on the DCC program), the
CCAP permits such features (o be secured via means thal do not reduce the contributing deve)oper’s
buildable floor arca. 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.,
niaintenance slandards, liability), hardship for prvate owners (i.c., long-term maintepance of
statutory right-of-way areas), and related development and administrative challenges. The CCAP
permits non-DCC features (i.e., features not identified on the DCC pragram) to be dedicated or
otherwise iransferred to the City (i.c., fee simple lot) without any loss of buildable floor area (i.e., no
rcduction in “net development site™ area upon which density is calculated), and such means are
easier to admunister than statutory right-of-ways. Unfortunately, however, to date the effective use
of the relevant CCAP provisions for this purpose has becn hampered by the Plan’s lack of clarity and
(ransparency.

Related Policies & Studies

CCAP Policy Review

Key CCAP directions requiring consideration include the following:
a) Density is calculated on “net development site” arca, which is defined as site area “net of street
and park dedications required to satisfy the intent of Area Plan and other City policies™; and
b) Dedication is nat required to satisfy the intent of the Plan in respect to:
* Non-DCC park and open space (policy 4.1.m); and
*  Non-DCC "minor streets”, lanes, and mews, provided that securing such features via an
alternate means resulfs in an outcome equal (o or better than what could otherwise have
been reasonably achieved under the Plan (policies 4.1.) and 4.} k).

Based on the above, it is understood that the CCAP does not require the exclusion of non-DCC
parks, open spaces, “minor streets”, fanes, or mews from "net development site” area for the purpose
of calculating buildable floor erea, regardless of how such features are secured (i.e., statutory nght-
of-way, dedication, or fee simple lot). Furthermore, given that the current Plan allows for density to

AS$YI787 PH - 214



April 24, 2012 | -3-

be calculated on non-DCC features, how those features are secured (i.e., statutory right-of-way
versus dedication or fee simple Jot) 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 Bylaw preparation Consultation Policy No. 5043 provides direction with regard to
consultation requitements for an OCP amendment. As the proposed OCP amendment js imited to
text changes clarifying existing CCAP policy and will not increase development nor change
existing land use policy, no consultation is required with the Vancouver International Afrport
Authority (VIAA) or Schoo! District No. 38 (Richmond). Notice published in Richmond
newspapers and the statutory Public Hearing will provide Richmond residents and interested
parties with an opportunity to comment.

Analysis

Proposed CCAP Text Amendments

To make it clear that the City may, in its discretion on 2 praject-by-project basis, include lands
dedicated or othenwise transferred to the City for use as non-DCC features in the calculation of
“net development site” for the purpose of determining the maximum permitted floor area within
the City Centre, text amendments are proposed to the definition of "'net development site” and
ymplementation strategies in respect to transpartation features (policies 4.1.j and 4.1.k) and park
and open space (eatures (4.1.1 and 4.1.m), as shown in Attachment 1 and summarjzed below:

1. Net Development Site (Definition) — The existing definition is expanded to make clear that
“net development site” can include parks, open spaces, “minor streets™, lanes, or mews
provided (hat the feature is not identified on the DCC program for land acquisition purposes
and the outcome would be equal 1o or betier than what could otherwise have been reasonably
achieved under the Plan, as determined to the satisfaction of the City and in accordance with
criteria sef out in Section 4.0 Implementation and Phasing Strategies of the Plan (as per items
2 and 3 below).

2. Trauvsportation Reatures (mplementation Policies 4.1.j & 4.1.k) — Two existing
rnplementalion policies 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
development site” area for the purpose of determining the maximum permitted floor area,
provided that this contnbutes towards:

* Equal or betler resulis in respect 1o built form and character, level of public amenity,
adjacency considerations, and City goals, objectives, costs, risks, liability, and related
consigderations; 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 determined to
the safisfaction of the City).

(V5]

Park & Open Space Features (/mplementation Policies 4.1.1 &4.1.m) — Information
regarding the DCC program is redundant and is, thus, repealed. in addition, as with 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 vie means that
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do not reduce “nel development site” area for the purpose of delermining the maximum

permitted floor area, provided that this contributes towards:

= BEqusal or belter results in respect to built form and cbaracter, level of public amenity,
adjacency considerations, and City goals, objectives, costs, risks, liabilily, and related
considerations; and

= Enhaoced park and open space function and amenity (e.g., equitable distribution and
improved access).

Zoming Constderations

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-DCC features. The implementation of the CCAP policies clanfied via the subject text
amendments, therefore, requires that the zoning of affected properties are drafted/amended on &
project-by-project basis 1o permit “gross floor area” (based on site area including non-DCC
features) to be constructed on “net site” area (excluding non-DCC features). The resulting zones
will indicate, on a site-specific basis, that increased density is permitted, provided that the owner
dedicates or otherwise transfers to the City a specified amount of tand for (non-DCC) 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 rezoning of 7731 and 7771 Alderbridge Way .

(Onni, RZ 11-585209, first reading of Council, April 23, 2012) is provided for reference as
Aftachment 2.

Financial Impact
None.

Conclusion

The CCAP identifies new non-DCC parks and roads that may be secured without reducing “net
development site” area for the purpose of determining the maximum pemmitted floor area.
Statutory right-of-ways are (ypically used for this purpose, but dedication and fee simple lots are
preferable, To facilitate this alternate approach, text amendments are proposed to clarify existing
CCAPF policies, and guidance is provided in respect to related project-by-project Zoning Bylaw
requirements.

Svopare. Ottt Pt

Suzanne Carter-Huffman
Senior Planner/Urban Design

SPC:cas

Aftachment 1: Comparison of Existing & Proposed CCAP Policy
Attachraent 2: Example of a Draft Zoning Bylaw (Standard Zone) Amendment (RZ 11-585209) -
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Aftachment |
Comparison of Existing & Proposed CCAP Policy

POLICY- -

o EXISTING CCAP. - 1L

"PROPOSED CCAP TEXT AMENDMENTS @+ ¢

Definttion

Net Development Site

Ne!l Development Site means the
area of a Development Site, net of
streel ang park dedications
required to satisfy the intent of
Area Plan and other City policies.

Ir;llet”Development Site

Net Development Site means (he area of a Development Site net of
land dedicated or otherwise Iransferred to the City for street and
park purposes, except the Cily may, in its discretion on a project-by-
project basts, include lang dedicated or otherwise transferred to the
City for a park, open space, Minor Street, lane, or mews in the
calculation of Net Development Sita (for the purpose of determining
the maximum permitted floor area) if the following criteria are
satisfied:
» Ihe fealure is not identified for land acquisilion purposes on
Richmond's Development Cosl Charge (DCC) program; and

| « the development oulcome would be equal or betier than what

could ctherwise have been reasonably achieved under the Plan,
as determined to the satisfaction of the City and in accordance
with Seclion 4.0, Implementation and Phasing Stralegies, of the
Plan.

4.1))

Major Thoroughfares, Major
Streets & Minor Streets

These streels are {o be dedicated
and their alignment shoutd be
considered fixed as per the Plan,
excepl that in the case of Minor
Streets, the City may determine
that this can be varied, provided
thal the alternalive alignment
and/or means of securing 2
designated Minor Street for pubfic
use results in a specific benefit lo
the community and a situalion that
the Cily considers to be equal er
superior o whal would olherwise
have been achievable under the

| Plan with regardg to:

» the intended transportation
functions of the street 2nd
related mobility and access
netwosks;

s cosls, risks, and liability
incurred by the City;

» the form of development on
the affected development site
and its neighbours.

Major Thoroughfares, Major Streets, Minor Streets, Lanes &
Mews

These fealures are to be dedicated and their alignment should be
considered fixed as per lha Plan, except thal, at the discrstion of the
City on a project-by-projec! basis, Minor Street, lanes, and mews
may be:

« resligned, closed, or added 1o enhance network continuity,
funclionality, and related characteristics of the feature for
vehicles, pedestrians, bicycles, loading, and other uses; and

+ secured such that the area of the feature may be included in Net |
Development Sile {for the purpose of delermining the maximum
permitted foor area) provided that the feature is not idenlified for
land acquisition purposes in Richmond's Development Cost
Charge {DCC) program and the development outcome would be
equal or better than whal could otherwise have been reasonably
achieved under the Pian, including:

»  equal of better results in respect to built form and character,
tevel of public amenily, adjacency consideralions, and City
goals, objectives, costs, risks, ability, and related
considerations; and

*  enhanced transportation {unction, specifically including, but
not limited to, axpanded network continuity (s.g.. the
introduction or completion of a Minor Street connecting two
or more exisling public streels and constructed to its full
funclional widlh as determined to the salistaction of the

City).

4.1.%)

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, Joading,
olher public uses) will be
determined, lo the satisfaction of
the City, through Richmond’s

| development review process.

INTENT{ONALLY BLANK
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SHPOLICY e EXISTINGCCAR - [ v " PROPOSED GCCAP TEXT AMENDMENTS'
Park & Open Space

These features are o be dedicated or otherwise transferred to lhe
Park & Open Space on the DCC | Cily (i.e, fee simple lof) and their size and location should be
Program considered fixed as per the Plan, except thal, al the discretion of the
Cily on a project-by-project basis, features may be:

s reconfigured to enhance network conlinuity, functionality, pubfic
amenity, site-specific considerations, and telated characleristics
of the feature; and

« secured such that the area of the fealure may be included in Net
Devetopment Site (for the purpose of determining the maximum
permifted floor area) provided tha! the feature is nof identified for

. land acquisition purposes in Richmond’s Development Cost

lmprpvements. but only o the Charge {DCC) program and the development oufcome would be

maximum exient of the park cosls .

; ; ; . equal or better than what could otherwise have been reasonably

in the Cily-Wide DCC Progiam achieved under the Plan, including:

and the maximum extent of their € o M ng- .

- = equal or better resulls in respect to built form and character,

parkland acquisition and . . - . . .

level of public amenity, adjacency considerations, and City
devetopment DCC payments to s obiacli s, risks. liabilit d related

the City-Wide DCC Program. gosis, obje vc'es, costs, risks, liability, and relate

: considecations; and

= enhanced park and open space function and amenily (e.g.,

equilable dislribution and improved access).

Where specific parkiand
acquisition and parkland
deveiopment are in the Cily-Wide
DCC Program, developers will be
eligible for DCC credilts or rebates
if they have given land for park or
4.1 constructed the park

Park & Open Space Not on the
DCC Program

Where specific park and open
space are not on the City-Wide
DCC Program, developers will be
required to:

« provide aright-of-way to
secure lhe park and open
space a$ privalely owned
publicly accessible areas
{POPAS) as part of the

4.1.m) development approval INTENTIONALLY BLANK
proecess; or

« acquire the parkland and
develop the parkland, or
confribute to the acquisition
and development of all or 2
portion of the parkland, in
order to advance their
development ang that

! particular park and open

space ahead of the City's

| DCC Program.
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Attachment 2
Example of Draft Zoning Bylaw (Standard Zone) Amendment (RZ 11-585209)

City of
Richmond Bylaw 8884

Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500
Amendment Bylaw No. 8884 (RZ 11-585209)
7731 and 7771 Alderbridge Way
The Council of the City of Richmond, in oper meeting assembled, enacts as foitows:

1. Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500, as amended, is further amended by adding 2 new sub-section 3 to
Section 8.12.4 Permitted Density as follaws:

“3.  Notwithstanding Section 8.12.4.2, for the RAH2 zone the maximum floor ares ratio for the net gite
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 8.12.4.2{(2) or 8.12.4.2(b) are complied with; and
(b)  not less than 3,538 m” of the site is dedicated to the City as road,
Figure [

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 repealng the existing zoning designation of the following lots and
designating them High Deunsity Low Rise Apartments (RAHZ)

P.1D. 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 Ptan 39888

3. This Bylaw may be cited as “Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500, Amendmeunt Bylaw No. 8884*.

CITY OF
RICHNOND
FIRST READING rEROveS
A PUBLIC BEARING WAS HELD ON orgneins
SECOND READING 5
APPAOVED
THIRD READING bp;r Sz:?‘:;::,'
OTHER REQUIREMENTS SATISFIED
ADOPTED
MAYOR CORPORATE OFFICER
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4 %, 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;

1. Richmond Official Community Plan Bylaw 7100, Schedule 2,10 (City Centre Area Plan)
is amended by:

1.1, On page A-1, repealing the definition of “Development Site — Net” and replacing
it wilh the following:

“Net Development Site means the avea of a Development Site net of land
dedicated or otherwjse transfeired to the City for street and park purposes,
except that the City may, in ifs discretion on a project-by-project basis, inctude
land dedicated or otherwise transferred to the City for a park, open space,
Minor Street, Jane, or mews in the calculation of Net Development Site (for the
purpose of determining (he maximum parmitted floor area) i€ the following
criteria are satisfied:

o the feature is not identified for land acquisition purposes in Richmond’s
Developmenit Cost Charge (DCC) program; and

o the development outcome would be equal {o or better than what could
otherwise have been reasonably achieved urder the Plan, as determined (o
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 policy 4.1.j) and replacing jt with the following:

_“Major Thoraughfares, Major Streets, Minor Streets, Lanes & Mews

These features are to be dedicated and their alignment should be considered
Gixed 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:

s realigned, closed, or added to cnhance network continuity, Awnctionality,
and relaled characteristics of the feature for vehicles, pedestrians, bicycles,
loading, and other uses; and

s secured such thal 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

PH - 220
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1.3.

1.4,

).5.

Page 2

purposes in Richrmond’s Development Cost Charge (DCC) program and
the development outcome would be equal to or better than whal could .
otherwise have been reasonably achieved under the Plan, including:

- equal or better results in respect 1o built form and character, level of
public amenity, adjacency considerations, and City goals, objectives,
costs, risks, liability, and refated considerations; and

- enhanced transportation function, specifically including, bul not
limited to, expanded netwock continuity (e.g., the introduction or
completion of a Minor Street connecting {wo or more existing public
streets and constructed (o its full functional width as determined to the
satisfaction of the City).”

On page 4-3, repealing policy 4.1.k) and leaving it intentionally blank.
On page 4-3, repealing policy 4.1.1) and replacing it with the following:

“Park & Open Space

These features are to be dedicated or otherwise transferred ¢o the City (i.e., fee
simple lot) and their size and 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:

s reconfigured to enhance network continuity, functionality, public amenity,
site-specific considerations, and related characieristics 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 feanwe is not identified for land acquisition
purposes in Richmond’s Development Cost Charge (DCC) program and
the development outcome would be equal to or belter than what could
otherwise have been reasonably achieved under the Plan, inchuding:

- equal or berer results in respect to built form and character, level of
public amenily, 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).”

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 Plap Bylaw 7100,
Amendment Bylaw 8888”.

oTY OF

! RICHMOND
FIRST READING MAY 2 8 zmz apm;weo
PUBLIC HEARING aqn
APPROVED
SECOND READING o S
THIRD READING A‘ﬁ
ADOPTED
MAYOR CORPORATE OFFICER
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City of Richmond _
Planning and Development Department Report to Committee

To: Planning Committee Date: March 27, 2012

From: Bflan J. Jackson, MCIP File: R7 11-586782

Director of Development

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 (RS1/E)” to “Low Density Townhouses (RTL4)”, be introduced and given first
reading.

o

Brian J. Jackson, MCIP
Director of Development

EL:blg
Att.

.
e
FOR ORIGINATING DEPARTMENT USE ONLY G/ 7

A
ROUTED TO: CONCURRENCE | C@NCURRENCE OF GENERAL MANAGER
Affordable Housing YN O W%w\

R/
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Staff Report
Origin

Matthew Cheng Architect Inc. has applied to the City of Richmond for permission to rezone
6471, 6491 and 6511 No. 2 Road (Attachment 1) from Single Detached (RS1/E) 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 op a lot zoned Single Detached (RS1/E);

To the East:  Across No. 2 Road, existing single-family dwellings on lots zoned Single
Detached (RS1/E), fronting Christina Road ard Camsell Crescent;

To the South: Older single-family homes on lots zoned Single Detached (RS1/E); and

To the West:  Existing single-family dwellings on lots zoned Single Detached (RS1/B) fronting
Garrison 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 of the 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 copsideration 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 roeasures as part of the Development
Permit process. '
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Affordable Housing Strategy

The applicant proposes to malce 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 owners/residents 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 propased 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 five (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 cm calliper Colorado Blue
Spruce tree in the proposed outdoor amenity area, two (2) townhouse 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 of 6 m high. Staff will work with the landscape archifect 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 {0 any construction activities
occurring on-site. In addition, a contract with a Certified Arborist to monitor all works to be
done near or within the free 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:] 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 Preluminary 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 (1)
development parcel.

Frontage Improvements

Prior to issuance of Building Permit, 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 .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 for 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 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 Counci! Policy.

Qutdoor Amenity Space

QOutdoor 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 infi)] 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 complics with all of the location criteria except
that it is not on a bus route. Response to the location critena is provided below in ifalics:
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1. Along a major arterial road and those portions of a local arterial road identified in the
OCP.

The subject site is along a major arterial road, which is No. 2 Road.

1. On a land assembly with at least 50 m frontage.
The site frontage is 61.9 m, which is greater than 50 m.

1i1. 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 the first townhouse
development; there are several towrnhouse developments at the corner of No. 2 Road and
Granville Avenue.

Staff recommended consultation with the adjacent property owners (o the north, south,
and west on the proposed land use and density. The applicant confirmed that they have
talked to the owners of 6451 and 6531 No. 2 Road (which are the immediate
neighbouring properties to the north and south) in October, 2011 and that these two (2)
property owners seemed not to have comments regarding the proposal. The applicant
advised staff that they did not approach the property owners (o the west.

iv. At least 50% of the lots along that section of the major arterial road have redevelopment
potential (i.e. a frontage of over 18 m and/or a house over 10 years old).

Out of the eight (8) lots along No. 2 Road on this block, seven (7) of them have a frontage
over I8 m (except 6397 No. 2 Road with a frontage of 13.72 m). Therefore, more than
50% of the lots along No. 2 Road on this block have redevelopment potential.

v. Public transit is available.

Currently, there is no public transit servicing this block of No. 2 Road. However, the
#410 bus on Granville Avenue is approximately 300 m away and #401 and C94 buses on
Westminster Highway are approximately 500 m away, which all are within walking
distance.

vi. The development is within walking distance of commercial services or City community
cemnfre.

The development is within walking distance of city community centre. The Thompson
Communiry Centre is about 660 m away from the development.

The proposal is alse 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 24 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;

o Preservation of three (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 13 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 Permit Guidelines for
multiple-family projects contained in the Official Community Plan (OCP). Based on the review
of current site pian for the project, a variance to atlow 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 number 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 Permit 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
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:

o Detailed review of building form and architectural character; opportunities to reduce the
massing of the end units;

e Review of the location and design of the convertible unit and other
accessibility/aging-in-place features;

e 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;

e Landscaping design and enhancement of the outdoor amenity area to maximize use,
o Ensure there is adequate private outdoor space in each unit; and
o Opportunities to maximize permeable surface areas and articulate hard surface treatment.

Additional issues may be identified as part of the Development Permit application review
process. '
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March 27, 2012 -7- RZ 11-586782

Financial Impact er Economic Impact
None.
Conclusion

The proposed 15-unit townhouse development 1s 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 (RTL4) 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 will 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 |
(604-276-4121)

EL:blg

Aftachment 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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FUTURE DEVELOPMEMT: 6451/6337 NO.2 ROAD

REGUIRED/ALLOWED: | PROPOSED:
FLOOR AREA RATIC: C.600 (8965.2857) [ 0.58 {8635.6757)
(07 COVERAGE: 0.400 (5976.865F) [ 0.37 (5457.055F)
|

SETBACK—FRONT YARD: M. 6m 19.73 (5.001m) |
SETBACK—SIDE YARD: [NORTH) MIN. 3 [ 12.00" (3.66m)
SETBACA—SIOE YARD: (SQUIH) MIN. 3m ] 104" (3.69m) |
SETBACK—REAR YARD: MIN, 3m i 14.8% (4.520m) |
REIGHT; {m) 12.0m I 30.47 (12.00m)

1

LCT SIZE: | 14942,145F (1388.175M)

EXISTING: PROPOSED:
SITE AREA: 30R41.805F (7865.305M)] 30841.805F (2885.305M)|
LAND USES: SINGLE DETACHED | TOWNFHOUSE |
CCP DESIGNATION: LOW—DENSITY RESI LOW=DENSITY RESI
ZONING: RS1/E RTLY
NUMBER OF UNITS: 3 15

REQUIRED /ALLOWED: PROPQSED:

FLOOR AREA RATO:

0.600 {18505.085F)

| 0.500 (1R505.085F)

LOT COVERAGE:

0.400 (12336.72SF)

0.395 (12280.115F)

STCTBACK—FRONT YARD: MIN. Bm 18,75 {6.001rm)
SETBACK--SIDE YARD: (NGRTH) MIN. 3m 1160 (3.536m)
SETOACK—SIDE YARD: (50UTH) MiN. 3m 9.91° (5.021m)

SETBACK—REAR YARD: (WEST) m 1485 (4.520m)

HEOGHT: (m) 12.0r 39.47 (12.00m}
LOT SiZE: 30B4:.805F (7865.305M))

CTF—STREET PARKING |

RESIDENTIAL /COMMERCIAL: 30°AND-3 30 AND 3
CFF—STRELT PARKING

ACCESSIBLE: : 1
QFF-STREET PARKING TOTAL: 33 33

TANDEM PARKING SCACES: NOT PERMITTED 18

INDDOR AMENITY SPACE: MIN. 6OSM CASH-IN-LIEU

CUTDOOR AMEMITY SPACE:

MiN. 9OSM (965, 75SF)

9715F (90.25M)

i

;

K
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i
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BUILDING 2
LEVATION (FRONTING NO.2 ROAD)

BUILDING 2 SOUTH ELEVATION
SIDE ELEVATIONS

R

BUILDING 1

BUILDING 1 NORTH ELEVATION
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City of Richmond

6931 No. 3 Road

Richmond, BC V6Y 2Cl Development Application
.rich .
027614000 Data Sheet

RZ 11-577561 Attachment 3

Address: 6471, 6481 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 (m?): 2,865.3 m* (30,841.8 ft*) 2,865.3 m? (30,841.8 ft?)
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 . .
Development Bylaw Requirement Proposed | Variance
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
Selback — Front Yard (m): Min. 6 m 6.0m none
Setback — Side Yard (North} (m): Min. 3 m 3.0 m min. none
Setback — Side Yard (South) (m) Min. 3 m 3.0 m min. none
Setback — Rear Yard {m): Min. 3 m 45m none
Height (m): Max. 12.0 m (3 sloreys) 12.0 m (3 sloreys) max. none
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On Future

Development Bylaw Requirement | Proposed Variance
. L. . ) Min. 50 m wide Approx. 61.9 m wide
Lot Size (min. dimensions): ¥ 35 m deep x 46.3 m deep none
Off-street Parking Spaces - . )
Resident (R) ] Visitor (V): 2 (Ryand 0.2 (V) per unit | 2 (R) and 0.2 (V) per unit none
Off-sireet Parking Spaces — Total: 33 33 none
. . . variance
Tandem Parking Spaces: not permitted 18 requested
Handicap Parking Spaces: 1 1 none
Bicycle Parking Spaces — Class 1 1.25 (Class 1) and 19 (Class 1) and e
/ Class 2: 0.2 (Class 2) per unit 3 (Ciass 2) min.
Amenity Space - Indoor: Min. 70 m®or Cash-in-lieu $15,000 cash-in-lieu none
- 2 N

Amenity Space — Outdoor: Min. & m- x 15 units 90 m? min. none

=90 m?

Other;

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

3497834
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- ATTACHMENT 5

City of Rezoning Considerations

Development Applications Division

RIChmOﬂd 6911 No. 3 Road, Richmond, BC V6Y 2GC1

Address: 6471, 6481, and 6511 No. 2 Road File No.: RZ 11-586782

Prior to final adoption of Zoning Amendment Bylaw 8890, the developer is required to complete the
following:

1.

2.
3.
4

9.

10.

Consolidation of all the lots into one development parcel (which will require the demolition of the existing dwellings).
Registration of an aircraft noise sensitive use covenant on title.
Registration of a flood indemnity covenant on title.

Registration of a Public Rights-of-Passage (PROP) statutory rights-of-way (ROW), and/or other legal agreements or
measures, as determined to the satisfaction of the Director of Development, over the internal drive-aisle in favour of
future townhouse developments to the north and south.

City acceptance of the developer’s offer to voluntarily contribute $0.7S per buildable square foot (e.g. $13,879.00) to
the City’s public art fund.

Contribution of $1,000 per dwelling unit (e.g. $15,000) in-licu of on-sjte indoor amenity space.

City acceptance of the developer’s offer to voluntarity contribute $2.00 per buildable square foot (e.g. $37,010.00) to
the City’s affordable housing fund.

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

The submission and processing of a Development Pennit* 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
devcloper 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 their alternatives

(e.g. ground source heat pumps, heat exchangers and acoustic ducting) is the ASHRAE 55-2004 “Thermal
Environmental Conditions for Human Occupancy” standard and subsequent updates as they may occur. Maximum
interior noise levels (decibels) within the dwelling units must achieve CMHC standards follows:

Portions of Dwelling Units Noise Levels (decibels)
Bedrooms 35 decibels
Living, dining, recreation rooms 40 decibels
Kitchen, balhrooms, hallways, and ulility 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 applicant and a Certified Arborist for supervision of any on-site
works conducted within the tree protection zone of the trees to be retained. The Contract should include the scope of
work to be undertaken, including: the proposed number of site monitoring inspections, and a provision for the
Arborist to submit a post-construction assessment report to the City for review.

Submission of a Tree Survival Security to the City in the amount of $7,500.00 for the three (3) trees to be retained.
S50% 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 Permits in order to ensure that
the trees have survived.

PH - 240
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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 Lo obtain a Tree Permit and submit a
landscape security (i.c. $]13,000) to ensure the replacement planting will be provided.

Prior to Building Permit Issuance, the developer must complete the following requirements:

l.

Enter into a Servicing Agreement* for the design and construction of a new |.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 1o 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 Jocation for parking for services, deliveries, workers, loading, application for any lane closures, and
proper construction traffic controls as per Traffic Contro! Manual for works on Roadways (by Ministry of
Transportation) and MMCD Traffic Regulation Section 81570.

3. Incorporation of accessibility measures in Building Permit (BP) 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 Buitding Permit, For additional information, contact the Building Approvals
Division at 604-276-4285.

Note:

*

This requires a separate application.

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

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

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

[Signed original on file]

Signed Date

PH - 241
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City of

Richmond | Bylaw 8890

Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500
Amendment Bylaw 8890 (RZ 11-586782)
6471, 6491, AND 6511 NO. 2 ROAD

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

1.

FIRST READING

The Zoning Map of the City of Riclunond, which accompanies and forms part of
Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500, {s amended by repealing the existing zoning designation
of the followwng area and by designating it LOW DENSITY TOWNHOUSES (RTL4).

P.1.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.ID. 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

PID. 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

This Bylaw may be cited as “Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500, Amendment Bylaw
8890". ‘

APR 23 208

A PUBLIC HEARING WAS HELD ON

SECOND READING

THIRD READING

DEVELOPMENT REQUIREMENTS SATISFIED

ADOPTED

3495097

MAYOR CORPORATE OFFICER
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Send a Submission Online (response #649) Page 1 of 2

To Pyblic Hearing
Date; N uke g Zelzr
MayorandCouncillors ltem #_&

e

From: City of Richmond Website [webgraphics@richmond.ca]

Sent: May 21, 2012 1:35 PM —
To: MayorandCouncillors

Subject:  Send a Submission Online (response #549)
Categories: 08-4105-20-2011586782 - 6471/6491/6511 No 2 Rd

Send a Submission Online (response #649)

Survey Information

RARA = T
LT e

B © URL: htipslcms.ichmond.calPage1793.aspx |

| Submission Time/Date: | 5/21/2012 1:38:32 PM i

Survey Response

Your Name: Wendy Leung

Your Address: ' 5791 Garrison Rd, Richmond

' Subject Property Address OR |
. Bylaw Number:

6471,6491,6511 No 2 Rd (RZ 11-586782) !

|
! All the residents of 5791 Garrison Rd
' OPPOSE the proposed rezoning application |
to change from single detached houses to 15 |
- . townhouse units. This is dus to the following |
. reasons: 1) Increase traffic fiow 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: ~+ Very important to us. 3) Our Community
i Resources, such as Thompson Community
Centre and elementary and high school are
designed for a neighbourhood of mostly single |
homes. Resources distributed is basedona |
designed density of people. If, more residents |
. are coming to share the same resources. This |
i will create problem of scarcity, and more ‘
. competition on resources. Again, the
deserved quality of life that the residents will
be devastated. 4) Rezoning will drive down |
the property value of the neighbourhood, ;
especially to the single house owners on !

PH - 243
05/22/2012



Send a Submission Online (response #649) - Page 2 of 2

05/22/2012

Garrison Court, whose backyard is facing the |
rezoning area. Instead of having a quiet and

nice view of seeing neighbours' -.
garden/backyard. Their view will soon be

buildings without a view. This 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. |

PH - 244



Send a Submission Online (response #645) Page | of 2

[ To Public Haaring
MayorandCouncmors Date: Tumz 18 202
- — ~Htem 4—&
From: City of Richmond Website [webgraphics@nchmond.ca) Re: P’Mlm ?8 ‘-’[o
Sent: May 14, 2012 10:58 PM
To: MayorangCouncillors

Subject: Send a Submission Online (response #645)
Categories: 12-8060-20-8890 - RZ 11-586782 - 6511 No 2 Rd

Send a Submission Online (response #645)

Survey Informatlon

Slte: Clty Websnte -
Page Title: | Send a Submnssaon Onlme
URL: | http://cms. rschmond ca!Page1 793 aspx

Submission TimelD;te: .5/14/2012 11 01 32 PM

Survey Response
" Your Name: I §
Your Address: I

Subject Property Address OR

Bylaw Number: 8890 (RZ 11-586782)

Dear Mr. Weber, We would like to thank you
for giving us an opporiunity 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 | have two small Kids
| | and my elderly parents are living with us as
| well. We are quite concern about the {oss of
| privacy and the amount of commotion and the
level of noise that will be created during the
constructions and alsc after that. As a resuit,
Comments: we are seriously considering selling our
property to escape all that. We feel like we
are, somehow, being forced {o 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 | 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
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' 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. |s it :
possible far 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, | IEGcNNG
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City of

Report to Committee

g 1 . .

A R|Chmond Fast Track Application
To: Planning Committee Date: April 11, 2012
From: Brian J. Jackson, MCIP File: RZ 12-600991

Acting General Manager, Planning and
Development

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 rezouning of 6471 Blundell Road from “Single Detached (RS1/E)”
to “Coach Houses (RCH)”, be introduced and given first reading.

rian J. ¥ackson, MCIP
Acting General Manager, Planning and Development

BJ:el
Att. W
N
FOR ORIGINATING DEPARTMENT USE ONLY QO’(\
ROUTED TO: CONCURRENCE CONLURR EO €v'GENERAL MANAGER
Affordable Housing YE/N EI f})/ VMW
/ U/
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April 11,2012 -2- RZ 12-600991
Fast Track Application
Staff Report
ltem Details
Applicant Xi Chen (Chen Design Studio)
Location 6471 Blundell Road See Attachment 1

Development Data Sheet

See Attachment 2

Zoning

Existing: Single Detached (RS1/E)

Proposed: Coach Houses (RCH) See Attachment 3

. . Generalized Land Use Map - ,

OCP Designation Neighbourhood Residentia? Complies MY ON
Area Pfan Designation N/A Complies &Y ON
Policy 5408 —~ permits Compact Single
Lot Size Folicy Detached or Coach House lots Complies @Y ON

See Attachment 4
Lane Establishment and Arterial Road
. . Redevelopment Policy — permits Compact .
Other Designations Single De?ached or Cgacﬁ House !otsp\)/vith Complies Y LN
lane access
étffordable Housing Two (2) coach house units Complies @Y ON
rategy Response

Surrounding
Development

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

Rezoning Considerations

See Attachment 5

Staff Comments

Tree Preservation

A Tree Survey and a Certtified 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 tots and building footprints, 1t i1s 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 Trece 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 securily, based on 100% of the cost estimates provided by the landscape
architect, must be submitted prior to final adoption of the tezoning bylaw.

3504576
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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
Aftachment 7). As a condition to rezoning, the applicant is required tfo 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 rezoning, the developer is required to dedicate a 6 m
lane along the entire north property line of the site for proposed lanc 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 S for details).

The developer will also be required to pay DCC’s (City & GVS&DD), School Site Acquisition
Charge, and Address assignment Fee at future Subdivision stage.

Vehicle Access

Direct vehicular access from the subject site to Blundell Road will not be permitted in
accordance with Residential Lot (Vehicular) Access Regulation (Bylaw No. 7222). Vehicle
access is to be from the proposed rear lane only. Removal of the existing driveway letdowns to
the site along Blundell Road and reinstatement of the sidewalk will be addressed as part of 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 S, On this basis, staff recommends support of the
application

Edwin Lee
Planner 1
(4121)

EL:rg

Attachment 1: Location Map

Attachment 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

3504576 PH - 249
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City Of Development Application Data Sheet

. Fast Track Application
Richmond 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
John-Wayne Yao, .
Owner Wen Su. Pat Yun Erwing Yao To be determined
Site Size (m?) _ 941 i (10,129 ) 409.5 m* (4408 ft%) each
two (2) single-family residential
Land Uses One (1) single-family residentjal dwellings with one (1) coach
house per lot
Zoning Single Detached (RS1/E) Coach Houses (RCH)
Number of Units One (1) Four (4)
On Future | . .
Subdivided Lots Bylaw Requirement Proposed Variance
Floor Area Ratio: Max. 0.60 0.60 Max. none permitted
ot Caverage — Building: Max. 45% 45% Max. none
Lot Caverage — Buildings, o o
structures, and non-porous Max. 70% 70% Max. none
Lot Coverage — Landscaping Min. 20% 20% Min. none
Setback - . . .
Front & Rear Yards (m): 6 m Min. 6 m Min. none
Setback — Side Yards (m): Min. 3.2 m Min. 1.2 m none
Height (m): 2.5 storeys 2.5 sloreys none
Lot Size (min. dimensions): 270 m” 409.5 m* none
Lot Width Min. 9 m 10.31m none

Other: _Tree replacement compensation required for loss of significant trees.
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TBC LAND SURVEYORS

PROPOSED SUBDIVISION AND
TOPOGRAPHICAL SURVEY PLAN OF
THE EAST HALF LOT 2 EXCEPT:

PART SUBDIVIDED BY PLAN 43028,

SECTION 18 BLOCK 4
NORTH RANGE 6 WEST
NWD PLAN 13379

PID : 003-491-226

CIVIC ADDRESS -

6471 — BLUNDELL ROAD
RICHMOND, B.C.

ELEVATION DERIVATION

ELEVANONS ARE (EODETIC DERIVED FROM
THE CITY OF RICHMOND CONTROL MONUMENT
No. 77HA623 (HPN§ 202) ELEVATION=].452m
DATUM NADB3 (CSRS) 2005
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af the w/v})rad sfructlures ond feofures with respect to
the boundarias of the porcel degscribed above. This
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whots or in porl without the consen! of tho signotory.
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ATTACHMENT 4

City of Richmond | _ Policy Manual

Page 1of 2 Adopted by Council: April 10, 1989 Policy 5408
Amended by Council: January 15, 2001*

Arnended by Councﬂ May 15, 2006 *

File Ref: 4045-00 ”SINGLE FAMILY ’LOT S!ZE PG)LICY IN Sectson 18+4- 6.

Policy 5408:

The following policy establishes 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 (R1/E) as per the Zomng and Development Bylaw 5300, with the
following exceptlons

(a) properties with frontage on Gilbert Road and Blundell Road may be allowed to be
subdivided as per Single-Family Housing District. (R1-0.6) or Coach House
District (R/9), provided accesses are to be a constructed lane and not to these
arterial roads.

2. This policy 1s to be used in determining the disposition 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 permitted.

* Original Adoption Date in Effect

1810680
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ATTACHMENT 5

Rezoning Considerations

Development Applications Division
6911 No. 3 Road, Richmond, BC V&Y 2C1

Address: 6471 Blundell Road File No.: RZ 12-600991

Prior to final adoption of Zouing Amendment Bylaw 8893, the developer is required to
complete the following:

I.  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 of a Landscaping Security based on 100% of the cost estimate
provided by the Landscape Architect, including instaliation 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 eight (8) required replacerent trees with the following minimum sizes:

Minimum Caliper of Minimum Height of
No. of Replacement Trees Deciduous Tree or Coniferous Tree
8 9cm 5m

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

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
any on-site works conducted within the tree protection zone of the trees to be retained on 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 fitle.

Prior to Approval of Subdivision, the developer is required to:

. 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, storm sewer, sand/gravel 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 Dcc's (City & GVS&DD), Schoo! site acquisition charge, and Address assignment fee.

Note:
*  This requires a separale 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.

PH - 256



All agreements to be regisiered 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 agreemeats 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 pernnits, 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

PH - 257



ATTACHMENT 6

Arborist Report review — G. Jaggs

6471 Blundell Rd R7Z 12-600991 Mar 29, 2012

Aftt: Edwin Lee
cc: Conor Sheridan

[ have reviewed the Arborist report dated February 22, 2012 and provide the following
commentary:

Tree Inventory Summary

4 trees located on site
2 trees locafed in the lane ROW
7 trees located on neighbouring property

Staff commentary

4 trees (tag# 258, 259, 260 and 263) located on site are all 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 frees
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 Jocated on neighbouring property are to be protected as per the Arborist report
recommendations and as per City of Richmond Tree Protection Information 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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iIchmond | Bylaw 8893

Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500
Amendment Bylaw 8893 (RZ 12-600991)
6471 BLUNDELL 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 forms part of
Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500, is amended by repealing the existing zoning designation
of the foltowing area and by designating it COACH HOUSES (RCH).

P.LD. 003-491-226 .
East half Lot 2 Except: Part subdivided by Plan 43029, Section 18 Block 4 North Range
6 West New Westminster District Plan 13379

2. This Bylaw may be cited as “Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500, Ameundment Bylaw
8893”,

MAY | & 2012

FIRST READING

CITY OF
RICHMOND

A PUBLIC HEARING WAS HELD ON

APPROVED

Wi

SECOND READING

THIRD READING

APPROVED
by Olcoctor
or Sollcitor

OTHER REQUIREMENTS SATISFIED

ADOPTED

MAYOR CORPORATE OTFICER
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Report to Committee
Planning and Development Department

To: Planning Committee Date: April 11, 2012

From: Brian J. Jackson, MCIP

Acting General Manager of Development File: RZ10-522194

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
(RS1/E)” to “Compact Single Detached (RC2)”, be introduced and given first reading.

Brian J™-etkson, MCIP
Acting General Manager of Development

RJJ:el
At
FOR ORIGINATING DEPARTMENT USE ONLY Mj”'/@
ROUTED TO: CONCURRENCE | CONCURRENCE OF/GENERAL MANAGER

Affordable Housing Y ﬁl NO &JWM&QZ\J
Ry

3508356
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Apnl 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 (RS1/E) 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, 1990/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 15 1n
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-lieu 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 two (2)
future lots at the subject site. To ensure that the secondary suttes 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 Bulding Permut inspection is to be granted until the
secondary suites are constructed to the satisfaction of the City, in accordance with the

BC Building Code and the City’s Zoning Bylaw. This legal agreement is a condition of
rezoning. This agreement will be discharged from Title on the one (1) lot where a secondary

3508396 PH - 262



Apnl 11,2012 -3- RZ 10-5221%54

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-Jieu 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 of total 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 mmymum 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:

o two (2) bylaw-sized trees on the subject property;
o one (1) 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:

+ a20 cm caliper Cherry tree on-site is recommended for removal due to its existing poor
condition (as a result of previous topping); and

+ a?28 cm caliper Cherry tree on-site is recommended for removal due to its existing poor
conditjon (as a result of previous topping) and the conflict with new construction. 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.

In order to ensure that the proposed replacement trees will be planted and that the front yards of
the future {ots will be enhanced, a Landscape Plan, prepared by a registered landscape architect,
and a landscaping security, based on 100% of the cast estimates provided by the landscape
architect, must be submitted prior to final adoption of the rezoning bylaw. The landscape plan
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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 ($500/tree) for
off-site planting would be required.

The applicant 1s altso proposing to remove a bylaw-sized Babylon 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 tree is
in very poor condition (old topping wounds have formed 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
1ssuance.

Three (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 concemns. Vehicular access to the site at future development stage 1s 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-tieu for future lane improvements.

Analysis

The rezoning application complies with Lot Size Policy 5434 and the Lane Establishment and
Arterial Road Redevelopment Policies. This 1s a single-family residential development on an
artenial 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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Conclusion

This rezoning application to permit subdivision of an existing large lot into two (2) compact lots
coroplies with all policies and land use designations and is consistent with the direction of

redevelopment currently on-going in the surrounding area. On this basis, staff support the
application.

-

B
'Edwin Lee
Planner ]
EL:rg

Attachment 1: Location Map

Attachment 2: Proposed Subdivision Plan
Attachment 3: Development Application Data Sheet
Attachment 4: Lot Size Policy 5434

Attachment 5: Rezoning Considerations Concurence
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Development Application Data Sheet

Development Applications Division

RZ 10-522194 Attachment 3

Address:

11340 Williams Road

Applicant:  Khalid Hasan

Planning Area(s): Shelimont

Existing Proposed

Urban Era Builders & Developers

Compact Single Detached (RC2) or
Coach Houses (RCH).

Owner: Limited. No Change
; 2y, 2 2 Two (2) lots — each approximately
Site Size (m"): 674 m* (7,255 ft°) 337 m? (3,627.5 )
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

Single-Family Housing District,

along this arterial road due to the
existing operational rear lane.

Zoning: Subdivision Area E (R1/E) Compact Single Detached (RC2)
Number of Units: 1 2

Lane Establishment and Arterial

Road Redeveiopment Policies
Other Designations: permit residential redevelopment No change

On Future

- i riance
Subdivided Lots Bylaw Requirement Proposed Varianc
| Floor Area Ratio: Max. 0.60 0.60 Max. none pemitted
Lot Coverage — Building: Max. 50% 50% Max. none
Lot Coverage — Buildings, Max. 70% 70% Max. none
structures, angd non-porous
Lot Coverage — Landscaping Min. 20% 20% Min., none
Setback — Fronl Yard (m): 6 m Min. 6 m Min. 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

3508306
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Height {m): 2.5 storeys 2.5 storeys none
Lot Size (min. dimensions): 270 m? 337 m? none
Lot Width Min. 9 m 10.06 m none

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

3508396
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ATTACHMENT 4
s

City of Richmond Policy Manual

Adopted by Council: February 19, 1990
Page Tof2 Amended by Council: November 18, 1991 POLICY 5434
Amended by Council: Oclober 16, 2006
| File Ref: 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:

1. That properties within the area bounded by Shell Road, Williams Road, No. 5
Road, and Steveston Highway, in a porlion of Section 36-4-6, be permitted to
subdivide in accordance with the provisions of Single-Family Housing District
(R1/E), with the exception that:

a) Properties fronting on Williams Road from Shell Road to No. 5 Road,
properties fronting on Steveslon Highway from Seaward Gate lo Shell 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/8) provided that vehicle accesses are to the existing rear laneway only.
Multiple-family residential development shall nol be permitted in these areas.

b) Properties fronting on No. 5 Road from Steveston RHighway to approximately
135 m south of Seacliff Road be permilted 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.
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ATTACHMENT 5

City of Rezoning Considerations

Development Applications Division

RICh mond 6911 No. 3 Road, Richmond, BC 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:

).

Submission of a Landscape Plan, prepared by a Registered Landscape Architect, to the satistaction 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 Plar 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 6 cm 35m

[f 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.

Registration of a flood indemnity covenant on title.

Registration of a legal agreement on Title to ensure that no final Building Permit inspection is granted until a
secondary suite is constructed on one (1) of the two (2) 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 THousing Reserve Fund in-lieu of registering the legal
agreerent on Title to secure a secondary suite.

Prior to Approval of Subdivision, the developer is required to:

1.

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 Secfion 219 of the Land Title Act.

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

The preceding agreements shall provide security 1o the City including indemnities, warranties, equitable/rent charges, letters of
credit and withholding permits, as deemed necessary or advisable by the Director of Development. All agreements shall be in a
form and content satisfactory to the Director of Development.

[Sigued original on file]

Signed Date

PH - 273
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lchmond Bylaw 8895

Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500
Amendment Bylaw 8835 (RZ 10-522194)
11340 WILLIAMS ROAD

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

1, The Zoming 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 COMPACT SINGLE DETACHED (RC2).

P.1.D. 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 “Rickmond Zoring Bylaw 8500, Amendment Bylaw

8895,
MAY 1 4 2012 — s
FIRST READING RS
APPROVED

A PUBLIC HEARING WAS HELD ON //z’
SECOND READING : il;l;l?roel/i?
THIRD READING %

- N
OTHER REQUIREMENTS SATISFIED N
ADOPTED

MAYOR ' CORPORATE OFFICER

sogls2 PH - 274



Report to Committee
Planning and Development Department

To: Planning Committee Date: April 24, 2012

From: Brian J. Jackson, MCIP

Director of Development File:  RZ11-596457

Re: Application by Avion Homes Ltd. for Rezoning at 7431 Francis Road from
Assembly (ASY) to Single Detached (RS2/E)

Staff Recommendation

. 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 1 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:

o the City’s Financial Plan and Capital Program; and
s 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. 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. 8301, for the rezoning of 7431 Francis Road from "Assembly (ASY)" to
“Single Detached (RS2/E)", be introduced and given first reading.

Brian 3. Jackson, MCIP
Director of Development

EL:blg
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Staff Report
Origin

Avion Homes Ltd. has applied to the City of Richmond for permission to rezone
7431 Francis Road (Attachment 1) from Assembly (ASY) to Single Detached (RS2/E) in order
to construct a single-family dwelling.

Findings of Fact

A Development Application 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 (RS1/E);

To the east:  Existing single-family dwellings on lots zoned Single Detached (RS1/E) 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
(RS1/B) fronting Francis Road and single-family dwellings on lots zoned Single
Detached (RS1/A) fronting Danyluk Court; and

To the west: A vacant ot and an existing single-family dwelling on lots zoned Single Detached
(RS1/E); and then newer single-family dwellings on lots zoned Single Detached

(RS1/C).

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 1s located within the area covered by Lot Size Policy 5449 (adopted by Council
February 17, 1992) (Attachment 3). This Policy permits rezoning and subdivision of lots on the
north side of Francis Road in accordance with Single Detached (RS2/C) (minimum 13.5 m wide
and 360 m? 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
3518170 PH - 279
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larger lot arca (550 m?) are required. The subject application is being brought forward for
consideration based on its own merits; a discusston is being provided under the “Analysis”
section of this report.

Affordable Housing

The Richmound 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 total building
area toward the Affordable Housing Reserve Fund 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 1s 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 imspection is to be granted unti! 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 arca of the
single detached development (i.e. $3,950).

Floodplain Management Implementation Stratepy

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.

Consultation

School District

This application was not referred to School District No. 38 (Richmond) because it does not have
the potential to generate 50 or more school aged children. According to OCP Bylaw Preparation
Consultation Policy 5043, which was adopted by Council and agreed to by the School District,
residential 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 concerns expressed by the public about the development proposat 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:

» A28 cm cal Douglas Fir tree and a 38 cm cal Douglas Fir tree at the back of the site are
both in good condition and should be retained as per Arborist Repoit 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.

e A dead Douglas Fir tree Jocated at the northwest comer of the site should be removed and
replaced.

Based on the 2:1 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 free | or | coniferous free
1 20-30 cin 2 6 cm 3.5m
1 60 cm + 2 11 cm 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
Poticy 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 1s designed and constructed 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, Council 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 {o 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 (RS2/E)

While Lot Size Poticy 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 (RS2/E),
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 RS2/E
zones, there is no subdivision potential for the subject site. The maximum density permitted
under the two (2) sub-zones is also identical. The only differences between the RS2/C and
RS2/E 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 360m” 25% 9 m
RS2/E 18.0m 550m” 30% 6 m

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 enture 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 accomumodate a driveway with turn around
capability. Staff have no concerns with the proposed RS2/E 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
3518170 PH - 82
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proposed RS2/E 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.

Edwin Lee
Planner !
(604-276-4121)

EL:blg

Attachment 1: Location Map

Attachment 2: Development Application Data Sheet
Attachment 3; Lot Size Policy 5449

Attachment 4. Rezoning Considerations Concurrence
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C!ty of Development Application Data Sheet
RlChmond Development Applications Division

R2 11-596457 Attachment 2

Address: 7431 Francis Road

Applicant:  Avion Homes Ltd.

Planning Area(s): Blundell

Existing Proposed

Owner: Avion Homes Ltd. No Change
Site Size (m?): 836 m?2 (8,999 ft?) No Change
Land Uses: Assembly One (1) single-family dwelling

Generalized Land Use Map:

Generalized/SpeciﬁC Land Use Map.‘ NEigthUrhOOd Residential

OCP Designation: Community tnstitutional
esignatio ommunity Institutiona Specific Land Use Mag:
Low-Density Residential
Area Plan Designation: N/A No change

Policy 5448 permits subdivision to

702 Policy Designation: “Single Detached (RS2/CY No change
Zoning: Assembly {(ASY) Single Detached {RS2/E)
Number of Units: 1 1

| Other Designations: N/A No Change

I

Sutgili‘v'i:;«:grle_ ofs Bylaw Requirement Proposed Variance
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 ~ Langscaping: Min. 30% Min. 30% none
Setback — Front & Rear Yards (m): Min. 6 m Min. 6 m none
Setback —Side Yard (m): Min. 1.8 m Min. 1.8 m none
Height {m): Max. 2 Y storeys Max. 2 % storeys none
Lot Size (min. dimensions): 550 m? 836 m? none

Other:  Tree replacement compensation required for loss of significant trees.
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Attachment 3

City of Richmond Policy Manual

Page 1 of 2

File Ref: 4045-00

POLICY 5449:

The following policy estabtishes 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/B) along 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 singte-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
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ATTACHMENT 4

City of Rezoning Considerations

Development Applications Division

RIChmOﬂd 6911 No. 3 Road, Richmond, BC V6Y 2C1

Address: 7431 Francis Road 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 of OCP Amendment Bylaw 8500.

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% of the cost estimate provided by the Landscape
Architect, including installation costs. The Landscape Plan shouid:
¢ comply with the guidelines of the OCP’s Lane Establishment and Arterial Road Redevelopment( Policies and
should not inctude hedges along the front property line;

* 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;

* 1include 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 3.5m
2 11 em 6.0m

[f 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.

Registration of a flood indemnity covenant on Title.

Registration of a legal agreement on title ensuring that the driveway is designed and constructed to permit a vehicle to
turn 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 turn around on-site using a maximum of a 3-point tumn, in order to avoid
backing in or out of the property.

5. Registration of a legal agreement on Title to ensure that no final Building Permit inspection is granted until a
secondary suite {s 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 $1.00 per buildable square foot of the
single-family developments (i.e. $3,950.00) to the City’s Affordable Housing Reserve Fund in-tieu of registering the
legal agreement on Title to secure a secondary suite,

Note:

e Where the Director of Development deems appropriate, the preceding agreements 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 agreesments 1o be registered in the Land Title Office shall have priority over all such liens, charges and encumbrances as is
considered advisable by the Director of Development. All agreements to be registered in the Land Title Office shall, unless the
Director of Development determines otherwise, be fully registered in the Land Title Office prior to enactment of the appropriate
bylaw,

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

[Signed original on file]

Signed Date
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o City of
il Richmond Bylaw 8900

Richmond Official Community Plan Bylaw 7100
Amendment Bylaw 8900 (RZ 11-596457)
- 7431 Francis Road

. The Council of the City of Richmond, in open meeting assembled, enacts as follows:
1. Richmond Official Community Plan Bylaw 7100 is amended by

a. Repealing the existing land use designation in Attachment 1 to Schedule 1 thereof of
the following area and by designating it ‘Neighbourhood Residential”.

-P.LD. 004-081-897

Lot 55 Except: Part Subdivided by Plan 44033, Section 20 Block 4 North Range 6
West New Westiminster District Plan 26105

b. Repealing the existing land use designation in Attachment 2 to Schedule | 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 83007,
FIRST READING MAY Z 8 2012 oo
PUBLIC HEARING
SECOND READING APPROVED
. or Sgiw]tor
THIRD READING
LAWY
ADOPTED
MAYOR CORPORATE OFFICER

PH - 290
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ichmond Bylaw 8901

Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500
Amendment Bylaw 8901 (RZ 11-596457)
7431 FRANCIS ROAD

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

1. The Zoning Map of the City of Richmond, which accompanies and forms part of
Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500, is amended by repealing the existing zoning designation
of the following area and by designating it SINGLE DETACHED (RS2/T0).

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
89017,

MAY 28 2012 -

APPROVED

FIRST READING

A PUBLIC HEARING WAS HELD ON

' U
SECOND READING b

APPROVED

by Director
or Sglicitor

THIRD READING ?&\
Sl

OTHER REQUIREMENTS SATISFIED

ADOPTED

MAYOR CORPORATE OFFICER

PH - 291
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Send a Submission Online (response #685) Page 1 of |

To Public Hearing |
Date:_ Jure (8 L2012
MayorandCouncillors item #_9 '
: Re: —Puta0 g
From: City of Richmond Website (webgraphics@richmond.ca) 29 2' & & ,3?0_[__
Sent:  June 12, 2012 10:58 AM S |
To: MayorandCouncillors

Subject: Send a Submission Online (response #685)

Send a Submission Online (response #685)

Survey Information
Site: | City Website
Page Title: | Send a Submission Online
URL: htlp://cms.richmond,ca/P.agm793.aspx

Submission Time/Date: | 6/1 2/201-2 11:01:15-AM

Survey Response
Your Name: ' Roy Budai
Your Address: 7451 Francis Road

Subject Property Address OR |

Bylaw Number: 7431 Francis Road

Re: Hearing for rezoning 7431 Francis Road
to be held June 18, 2012. | am in favor of
rezoning subject property to RS2E
designation. Please ensure proper perimiter
drainage is installed with any new
| construction. At present the back yard of 7451
| Francis becomes flooded due to drainage
| from paved parking fot at 7431 Francis.
- Please ensure that noise, dust and
congestion is kept to minimum during any
new construction. Thank You, Roy & Machiko
| Budai

Comments:

PH - 292
06/12/2012



) C!ty of Report to Committee
Richmond Planning and Development Department

To: Planning Committee Date. April 27, 2012

From: Brian J. Jackson, MCIP

Director of Development 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 I/EY”
to “Infill Residential (R12)” be introduced and given first reading.

Brian J. Jackson, MCIP
Director of Development

ELrg
Att.

FOR ORIGINATING DEPARTMENT USE ONLY  psfiih

ROUTED TO: CONCURRENCE | CQNCURRENCE OF\GENERAL MANAGER
Affordable Housing Y E’( O W

[/
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Staff Report
Origin

Timothy Tse has applied to the City of Richmond for permission to rezone 7840 Bennett Road
(Attachment 1) from “Single Detached (RS1/E)” to “Infill Residential (RI2)” 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 Benoett Road, single-family dwellings on lots zoned Single Detached
(RSI/E);

To the East/West: Front-to-back duplexes with vehicle access from the rear lane on lots zoned
Infill Residential (R11); and

To the South: A mix of compact single-family dwellings and front-to-back duplexes on lots
zoned Single Detached (RS1/A) and Infill Residential (R11), fronting
Acheson Road with vehicle access from the rear laneway.

Related Policies & Studies

Official Community Plan - Acheson Bennett Sub-Arca Plan

The subject site is in the Acheson Bennett Sub-Area Plan (Schedule 2.10B) of the Official
Community Plan (OCP). This area 1s 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 within an area where the minimum habitable efevation is 2.9 m
geodetic; however, there are provisions to permit habitable space, provided it is located a
minimum of 0.3 m above the highest level of the crown of any road that is adjacent 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 Infill Residential (R12) 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 jncrease in density from 0.4 to 0.55 FAR. A cash contribution of $8,504 towards
the City’s Affordable Housing Reserve will be made.
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Public Input

The applicant has forwarded confirmation that a development sign has been posted on the site.
Staff received an enquiry from the property owner of 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 will be removed as part of the proposed development,
providing additional street parking on Benne(t Road. Three (3) parking stalls will be provided on
each lot, which complies with the 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 asymmetncal 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 cm caliper Honey Locust tree located on the
adjacent property to the west at 7800/7808 Benne(t 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 storm) has been conducted by the
applicant’s engineering consultant and reviewed by the City’s Engineering Department. The
Capacity Analysis concludes that storm 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 1s required to dedicate a strip of property along the entire
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 (sce Attachment 6 for detaiis).

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
determined at Servicing Agreement stage.

Indoor/Qutdoor 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-City 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 1s
consistent with the guidelines for the Acheson Bennett Sub-Area.
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Accessibility/Aging In 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 Permit 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 (RI2) Zone
except for a small projection beyond the vertical lot depth envelope. A variance will be required
at the Development Permit stage to accomumodate 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. In 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 permeable 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 of land use, character, and
density. Overall, the project is attractive and a good fit with the neighbourhood. Further review
of the project design will be required to ensure a high quality project, and will be completed as
part of the future Development Permit process. On this basis, staff recommend that the proposed
rezoning be approved.

o
& L s

Edwin Lee
Planner ]
(604-276-4121)

EL:1g

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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C.lty of Development Application Data Sheet
Richmond Development Applications Division

RZ 09-496145 Attachment 3

Address: 7840 Benneltt Road

Applicant:  Timothy Tse

Planning Area(s): City Centre - Acheson Bennett (Schedule 2.10B)

Existing Proposed
Owner: 0866631 BC Lid. To be determined
Site Size (m?): 824 m* 355 m® to 363 m*
, One (1) single-family residential
Land Uses: dwelling Two (2} duplexes
. N Generalized Land Use Map —
OCP Designation: Neighbourhood Residential No change
. . Residential (Mixed Single-Famity
Area Plan Designation: and Small Scale Mulli-Family) No change
702 Policy Designation: N/A No ¢hange
Zoning: Single Detached (RS1/E) [nfill Residential (R12)
Number of Units: One (1) Four (4)
Other Designations: N/A No change
On Future . i
Subdivided Lots | Bylaw Requirement Proposed | Variance
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-porous
Lot Coverage — Landscaping Min. 30% 30% Min. none
Selback — 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
: , the residential vertical lot - projection beyond
Height (m). width and the residential 9.0 m Max. residential vertical
vertical lot depth envelope lot depth envelope
Lot Size (min./max.): 312 m°/1,560 m* 355 m” to 363 m’ none

3496755 PH - 308




On Future
Subdivided Lots

On-Site Parking

Bylaw Requirement

1 stall per unit or 0.5 stalls
per bedroom, whichever is

Proposed
(0.5 stall per bedroom x 3

Variance

containing 4 or more units

. . bedrooms} x 2 units none
(Residential): greater = 3 stalls per lot
On-Site Parking (Visilor): 0.2 stalls per unit on lots 0 none

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

3496755
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City of Richmond

ATTACHMENT 4

Land Use Map
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ATTACHMENT 6

City of Rezoning Considerations

Development Applications Division

RIChmOnd ' 6911 No. 3 Road, Richmond, BC V6BY 2G4

Address: 7840 Bennett Road File No.: RZ 09-496145

Prior to final adoption of Zoning Amendment Bylaw 8902, the developer is required to complete the
folowing:

f.

A tane dedication along the entire south property line (6.0 m wide at the west property line, tapering to 4.5 m wide at
the east property line of the site).

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.

Submission of a Contract entered into between the applicant and a Certified Arbonist for supervision of any on-site
works conducted within the tree protection zone of the trees to be retained on the neighbouring property to the west
(at 7800/7808 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 report to the City for review.

Registration of a flood indemnity covenant on titte.

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.

City acceptance of the developer’s offer to voluntarily contribute $2.00 per buildable square foot (e.g. $8,504.00) to
the City’s affordable housing fund.

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:

L.

Enter into a Servicing Agreement* for the design and construction of Frontage Improvemerits and Lane Extension.

Works include, but may not be limited to:

a) Frontage improvements - Storm Sewer, curb & gutier, pavement widening, [.5m copcrete sidewatk, 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, roll over curb and gutter, asphalt paving complete with sand/grave! base, and
lane lighting.

Pay Development Cost Charges (City & GVS&DD), School site acquisition charge, and Address assignment fee.

Provide underground Hydro, Tel. & Cable to both [ots. (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:

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

Incorporation of accessibility measures in Building Permit (BP) plans as determined via the Rezoning and/or
Development Permit processes.

Obtain a Building Permit (BP) for any construction hoarding. If construction hoarding is required to temporarily
occupy a public street, the air space above a public street, or any part thereof, additional City approvals and assocjated

fees may be required as part of the Building Permit. For additional information, contact the Building Approvals
Division at 604-276-4285.

PH - 312

3496753



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 Laod Title Office shall have priority over all such liens, charges and encumbraoces as 1§
counsidered 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, warraniies, equitable/rent charges, letters of
credit and withholding permits, as deemed necessary or advisable by the Director of Development. All agreements shall be in a
form and content satisfactory to the Director of Development.

[Signed original on file]

Signed : Date

PH - 313
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SR City of
LaBe Richmond ~ Bylaw 8902

Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500
Amendment Bylaw 8902 (RZ 09-496145)
7840 BENNETT ROAD

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

I The Zoming 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 RESIDENTTAL (R12).

P.ID. 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 Zoning Bylaw 8500, Amendment Bylaw

8902”.

FIRST READING MAY 2 8 2012 [ |
A PUBLIC HEARING WAS HELD ON A‘PPZ?VED
SECOND READING - oS
THIRD READING @ﬁ
OTHER REQUIREMENTS SATISFIED

ADOPTED

MAYOR CORPORATE OFFICER

PH - 314

3521255



Send a Submission Online (response #688) Page 1 of 1

To Pj;ubli@ Haaring
MayorandCouncﬂlors Date: N WL (% (78w
S— W —— s 30t e B A 5048884400 et SRR —— 1t6i’n_.# ........ ‘ Um ............. S -
From: City of Richmond Website [webgraphlcs@r:chmond ca] " |Re: Ca\ad 8072/
Sent: June 13, 2012 9:19 PM '
To: MayorandCouncillors

Subject: Send a Submission Online (response #688)
Categories: 12-8060-20-8902 - 7840 Bennett Rd (RZ 09-496145), 08-4105-20-2009496145

Send a Submission Online (response #688)

Survey Informatlon
' Slte Clty Websne

Page Tltle Send a Submassmn Onlme

- URL: | hﬁp L-’cms ﬂchmond car‘Page1 793 aspx | ]
: Submission Time/Date: 6;13;2012 9:21:54 PM '
Survey Response
: e e
Your Name ; Wen Jun Mo
Your Address 7808 Bennett RD

Subject Property Address OR
" Bylaw Number: 8902 (RX 09-496145)

| do not agree the construction. Recently, it
has been very difficult to find a parking space
along the road in our area for visit parking. As |
a result, turning one house into four duplexes |
will make the situation worse as more people
will be strolling around working for spaces. |
. What is more is that in order for the house to |
. be reconstructed into four duplexes, some }
trees will need to be cut down. It will bring the
neg atNe affect to our enwronment i

Comments:

PH - 315
06/14/2012
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Report to Committee
Planning and Development Department

To: Planning Committee Date: May 9, 2012
From: Brian J. Jackson, MCIP File: 08-4040-01/2012-
Director of Development 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 telecormmunications antennas, be introduced and given first
reading; and

2. That the proposed “Development Applications Fees Bylaw 7984, Ammendment Bylaw 890S,”
concerning fees for Telecommunications Antenna Consultation and Siting Protocol
applications, be introduced and given first, second and third readings.

BrianY*Jackson, MCIP
Director of Development

MM:blg

FOR ORIGINATING DEPARTMENT USE ONLY

CONCURRENCE OF ACTING
GENERAL MANAGER

/ :é// '

| REVIEWED BY TAG YES NO REVIEWED BY CAO YES  NO

[ ] i

3522269 PH - 317



May 9, 2012 -2- 08-4040-01/2012-Vol 01

Staff Report
Origin

On February 13,2012, Council passed the following resolution in regards to the
Telecommunication Antenna Consultation and Siting Protocol:

That:

(1) 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 (o telecommunication antenna proponents and Industry
Canada under the Federal Radiocommunication Act as set out in the staff report entitled
“Telecommunication Antenna Consullation 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 above staff report for future consideration by Council; and

(3) Staff be directed to prepare an amendment to Development Application I'ee Bylaw 7984
to include an application fee to cover the cost of processing applications under the
proposed Telecommunication Antenna Consultation and Siting Protocol as set out in (he
above staff report for future consideration by Council.

Item 1 adopted the Telecommunication Antenna Consultation and Siting Protocol (Protocol) as
City Policy 5045. The purposc of this Report is to address Items 2 and 3 of the above resolution.

Findings of Fact

Richmond’s Zoning Bylaw 8500 allows for “telecommunications antennas™ in all zones as local
govemnments are not empowered to prohibit telecommunication installations that are permitied and
regulated under Federal jurisdictional powers. However, Section 5.13.7 of Bylaw 8500 does limit
the height of “telecommunication antennas™ (o that of the maximum height for accessory structures
and setbacks in each given zone.

The Zoning Bylaw’s Agricultural and Industrial zones set a 20 m (66 ft.) maximum height for
non-residential accessory structures. The Residential, Mixed-Use, Commercial and Institutional
zones have a range of 9.0 m (33 ft.) to 12 m (39 f.) for maximum heights for accessory structures
with the exception of the Entertainment and Athletics (CEA) and School & Institutional Use (ST)
zones that have no maximum heights for accessory structures. The Zoning Bylaw’s Site Specific
zones also set various maximum heights for accessory structures.

3522269 PH - 318



May 9, 2012 . -3- 08-4040-01/2012-Vol 0!
Analysis

Proposed Zoning Bylaw Changes

Following the above-noted February 13, 2012 Council referral, Zoning Bylaw 8500, Amendment
Bylaw 8904 is proposed to amend the maximum lieight provisions within the Zoning Bylaw in
tWO ways:

Freestanding Antennas and Towers. Following the Council referral; a maximum height
for freestanding telecommunication antennas and towers ts set at 15 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 1o build small towers up to 15 m (48 ft.) throughout the City without
Development Variance Permits (DVPs). Currently, some zones would require a DV and
other similar zones would not require a DV [or such antennas and towers up to 15 m (48
ft).

Building-Mounted 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 permitted building height. This 1s consistent with the adopted City
Protocol consultation exernption for antennas extending 3.0 m (9.8 ft.) above a building
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
confravene Transport Canada's YVR maximum height zoning.

It should be noted that existing legally-installed antennas and towers that exceed the above-noted
proposed height provisions would be considered as legal non-conforming (grandfathered) under
the Zoning Bylaw.

Proposed Application Fee

An application fee of $2,040 for processing applications under the Protocol 1s proposed under
Development Application Fee Bylaw 7984, Amendment Bylaw §905. This fee is the same as the
City’s $2,040 fee set for Temporary Use Permit (TUP) 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 fi.) consultation radius
required for DVP notification areas.

3502269
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May 9, 2012 -4 - 08-4040-01/2012-Vol 01

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 Bylaw 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 1s greater.
Also, it is proposed that building-mounted telecommunication antennas may be allowed to extend
3.0 m (9.8 ft.) above the maximum building height permitted in the zone.

Development Application Fee Bylaw 8905 sets an application fee of $2,040 for antennas and towers
bemg 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 referral to fully
implement the adopted Telecommunication Antenna Consultation and Siting Protocol.

ke

'U

Mari( McMullen,

Terry €rowe, MCIP

Senior Coordinator - Major Projects Manager, Policy Planning
(604-276-4173) (604-276-4139)
MM:blg
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Bylaw 8904

Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500, Amendment Bylaw No. 8304
(Telecommunications Antenna Heights)

The Council of the City of Richmond enacts amendments to “Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500”, as
follows:

L. Richmond Zonwng Bylaw 8500, as amended, 1s further amended:

a) by deleting 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 vards 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  Telecommunijcations antennas shall be allowed in all zones subjcct 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 agvised 1o check their
current certificate of title for any covenants or caveats which may
be registered and affect the use of the site.).”

3521929 PH - 321



Bylaw 8904

This Bylaw may be cited as “Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500, Amendment Bylaw 8504”.

'FIRST READING

PUBLIC HEARING WAS HELD ON
SECOND READING

THIRD READING

ADOPTED

MAYOR

3521929

PH - 322

- Page 2

MAY 2 8 2012 RICHMOND
APPROVED

by

A

S
APPROVED
by Director
Solickor

Uu

CORPORATE OFFICER




7 City of
. Richmond Bylaw 8905

Development Application Fees Bylaw No. 7984,
Amendment Bylaw No. 8905

The Council of the City of Richmond enacts amendments to “Development Application Fees Bylaw
No. 7984”, as follows:

[ By renumbering subsection 1.15 as subsection 1.16.
2. By inserting the following new subsection after subsection 1.14:

“1,15 Telecomrunication 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 immediately following the
definition of Public Hearing:

“Telecommunication Antenna Consultation and Siting Protocol” 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 pwrsuant 1o the Federal Radiocommunications Act.

This Bylaw 1s cited as “Development Application Fees Bylaw No. 7984, Amendment Bylaw No.
8905”.

FIRST READING MAY 2 8 2012 ens,
SECOND READING MAY 2 8 2012 %/
THIRD READING MAY 2 8 2012 swosoveo
ADOPTED ’“7“("4‘

7

MAYOR CORPORATE OFFICER

3522330 PH - 323



Page 1 of ]

e —

MayorandCouncillors | To Public Hearing

B R P s i e - Dﬂte.‘ M‘%mt?)

From: Jemy Flynn [jerryjgf@shaw.ca) Item [l

Sent: May 27, 2012 10:55 PM Re:_2ylawd Rqof

To: MayorandCouncillors | =

Subject: Cell Phone Towers ————

Categories: 10-6600-07-07-01 - Telecommunication - General, 01-0150-20-BCHY 1 - BC Hydro - Includes
Smart Meters

Attachments: Sman Meters - Hydro Says vs FACT.doex

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 esoferic subject. Lookat 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 1o allow them to erect their towers where they want.
Please show some leadership. Have them (induslry) prove that their towers are safe ~ - - because they can't.

May you do the ‘right' thing.

Sincerely,

Jerry Flynn

PH - 324
05/31/2012



WIRELESS SMART METERS and EMR - SPIN vs FACTS

Hydro Says: “Smart Meters are safe, as confirmed by health and science authorities including
B.C.’s Provincial Health Officer.”

FACT: The World Health Organization classifies EMR {electromagnetic radiation) a
Class 2B carcinogen, meaning “Possibly cancer causing.” (applies to all wireless radio
and microwave frequency-emitting devices.)

M Dr. Annie Sasco MD, MPH, MS, Dr. Ph. D (Harvard U.) epidemioiogy for cancer
prevention; previous Head of IARC (International Agency for Research on Cancer, an
agency of the World Health Organization: WHO) programs on cancer prevention
(www.voutube.com) "Exceedingly urgent that valid, independent, publicly-funded
research be done into EMR re cell phone use. Despite the voices of industry-funded

scientists saying otherwise there is concrete evidence that mobiles/cell phones and wi-fi
cause cancer in humans."

FACT: The American Academy of Environmental Medicine asks {in part) for:

a) An immediate caution on Smart Meter installation due to potentially harmful RF exposure;

b} Accommodation for health considerations regarding EMF and RF exposure, including
exposure to wireless Smart Meter technology; ’

¢} Independent studies to furthes understand the health effects from EMF and RF exposure.
http://azemonline.org/emf rf position.html

FACT: Independent scientists are urging governments everywhere to immediately observe the
“precautionary principle” i.e., set exposure guidelines 1000 to 10,000 times lower than they are
now: put the onus on industry to prove their products are safe; and prevent cell phone

towers from being installed on roofs of schools, hospitals, homes for the elderly, etc.

FACT: Safety Code 6 was based on industry-funded studies, which consider only the thermal
effects of EMR, while ignoring the low-intensity, long-term non-thermal biological effects which
independent scientists say are harmful to - not just humans - but to all life forms. These
scientists say Canada’s Safety Code 6 is obsolete, outdated 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 accumulative (additive} from all such devices a person is exposed to. Damaged
DNA is never repaired and can be passed on to subsequent generations.

FACT: Scientists say that the world is witnessing the largest technological experiment in
human history - without the consent or knowledge of the subjects.

PH - 325 o el



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.

FACT: Scientists say brain cancerss increased 50% from 1999 to 2009
FACT: Scientists say pregnant women have a 1-in-50 chance of giving birth to an autistic child.

FACT: Scientists say that the exponential growth of cancers and other ilinesses corresponds to
the spread of EMR-emitting devices in our society.

FACT: Insurance companies hired Independent Laboratory Scientists and these scientists also
observed Cell Damage and DNA Chain Breaks and now the lnsurance Companies will NOT
insure Liability damage from Wireless Smart meers and other wireless devices. TV Video (3
minutes) (http://eon3emfblog.net/?=382

Hydro says: “Smart meters will not be a security or privacy risk because they will have encryption just
like the banks use.”

FACT: Banks are now refusing to use wireless in their systems. Known victims of hacking include;:
the Intecrnational Monetary Fund (IMF), 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 occupled or empty by using
readily-available EMR meters that read/measure radiation 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 appllance was tumed On,
when it was turned Off and for how long it was in use. In Califbrnia, it is known that Pacific Gas
& Electric (PG&E) sells customers’ data to 3" parties (mass merchandisers, appliance
manufacturers, marketers, insurance companies, lawyers, law enforcement agencies, etc.).

FACT: A wireless grid system is extremely vulnerable to both a cyber attack (insertion of
“worms”) as well as to having the wireless signals disrupted/blocked/jammed. Each and every
link in 2 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., Lloyds of London) won't insure
smart meters due to biological damage seen by scientists they hired.”

PH - 326 Page 2



WIRELESS SMART METERS and EMR - SPIN vs FACTS

Hydro says: “Standing next to a Smart Meter for 20 years you'll ceceive the same amount of radiation as
is emitted in a 30 minute cell phone conversation. '

FACT: Dr. Danie! Hirsch, Ph.D., Nuclear Physics, U of C {Santa Cruz) says that a Smart Meter
radiates 100 or more times whole 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, reatistic mesﬁed—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 a 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 & £} 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 ZigBee 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 instalted.

Hydro Says: “The Smart Metering Program will help keep rates low by creating a more efficient power

system and reducing power ioss. They will 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
guadrupled - 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
materialized.
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Re: B lad RF04 1600 ~ 4710 Kingsway

' Burnaby, British Columbla
V5H 4W4
rogars.com

" June 13, 2012

Mayor Malcolm Brodie

Counclllor Chaik Au

Councillor Linda Barnes

; Councillor Derek Dang

; Councillor Evelina Halsey-Brandt

f Councillor Ken Johnston

: Councillor Bill McNuity

, Councillor Linda McPhail

] Councilior Harold Steves

] City of Richmond

| 6911 No. 3 Road
Richmond, BC V8Y 2C1

Dear Mayor Brodie and Council:

Re:  Telecommunication Antennas; Arnendments 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 recantly passed by the Planning
Committee and that will soon be considered by Richmond Council. Adopting this change (o the
bylaws will facllitate a more streamlined and certain process for our company as we continue to
make investments in our network {o ensure the citizens of Richmond have access to the most
advanced wirelass services.

Rogers also wishes to express appreciation to the City of Richmond and their staff for thelr efficient
and effective management and development of the recenily adopted Telscommunication Antenna
Consultation and Siting Protocol and related bytaw 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 mesting and will be pleased fo speak in
support if it wouid be helpful. We will follow up directly with the Planning Department to discuss.

Sincerely,

{Leon Leroux ; )

Director, Network Implementation West JUN 1'2 2012

CC:  Mr. Brian Jackson, Director of Development ))"ORECEIVED QQ\

Ms. Gail Johnson, Manager of Legislative Services (ERKnS O
Mr. David Weber, City Clerk
Mr. Mark McMullen, Senior Coordinator — Majpr Projects

WIRELESS ¢ DIGITAL CABLE ¢ INTERNET ¢+ HOME PHONE ¢+ VIDEO « PUBLISHING + BROADCASTING

PH - 328



Report to Committee

(AL City of
U > gl

Richmond Planning and Development Department
To: Planning Committee Date: April 10, 2012
From: Brian J. Jackson, MCIP File: RZ 11-585209
Director of Development ~
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) fo High Density Low Rise
Apartments (RAH2)

Staff Recommendation

That Bylaw No. 8884, which makes minor amendments to the RAH2 zone specific to 7731 and
7771 Alderbridge Way and rezones these subject properties from “Industrial Retail (IR1)” to the
amended “Migh Density Low Rise Apartments (RAH2)”, be introduced and given first reading.

el

Brian J.” Jackson, MCIP
Director of Development

BJJimm
Att.
FOR ORIGINATING DEPARTMENT USE ONLY LLTI00
LTIV
N
ROUTED TO: CONCURRENCE | CONCURRENCE OF GENERAL MANAGER
Transportation Y E/ O WM/
Engineering [ U/

Parks Planning
Affordable Housing
Law

an-
OoOooo
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Apnl 10, 2012 -2- R7Z11-585209

Staff Report
Origin

Onni 7731 Alderbridge Holding Corp. and Onni 7771 Alderbridge Holding Corp. have applied to
rezone 7731 and 7771 Alderbridge Way (sce Attachment 1) from “Industrial Retail (IR1)” to “High
Density Low Rise Apartments (RAH?2)” 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 (o 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 Gilbert Road, Alderbridge Way and Westminster Highway
(Attachment 3). The two (2) subject lots, comprising 2.87 ha. (7.09 acres) 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 castern lot
now includes a Tim Hortons amongst numerous other smaller commercial and light industrial
tenants.

Existing surrounding development inciudes:

North: Immediately to the north of the site is the former CPR line property which is now owned by
the City and will form part of New River Road. Further to the north, one large light industrial
building is located on a site zoned as “Industrial Business (IB1).” This site is designated within the
CCAP as part of a large futurc Riverfront Park,

South: Immediately to south of the subject site 1s Alderbridge Way with the former Grimm’s
sausage factory sitc on the south side of the strect. This site is now zoned “Industrial Retail (IR])”
and 1s 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 (IR1)” 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 forms the north-west boundary of the
subject site. The remainder of the site is bounded by the former “V-Tech” building site and is now
zoned “Industrial Retail (TR1).”

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 (CCAP) “Urban
Centre TS5 (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 2 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 fo the necessary repoits 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

In early 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 cither side of the new Cedarbridge Way.

Of the 660 units proposed, Building 1 contains 140 unats, Building 2 contains 200 units, and
Buildings 3 and 4 both contain 160 units. The Development Application Data Sheet (Attachment
4) includes a tull summary of the developraent statistics and the cover sheet of the preliminary
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 formal 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 1ncorporated into the more detailed building design [or review by the ADP and Development
Permit 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 DCC Road Program. The project will also include construction of two (2)
major pedestrian/bicycle 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 commences from the
1498303 PH - 331 .



April 10,2012 4 RZ 11-585209

north-south pedestrian link and continues eastward for several blocks. (refer to Attachment 5 for
the Functional Transportation Ptan and Attachment 10 for the Rezoning Considerations Letter
for a detailed description of transportation-rclated improvements).

Public Roads & Frontage Improvements:

To secure the road widening and greenways/pedestrian linkages adjacent and through the site in
a sufficient manner, the following dedications and SROWs are required of the developer as
considerations of rezoning.

Cedarbridge Way: The development will involve re-subdivision of the site into a proposed Lot ]
(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. This applicant
will also include the pre-ducting 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 1n the future.

River Road: Generally, the developer will construct 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 2 3.0 m (9.8 ft.) wide SROW for public rights of
passage for the sidewalk adjacent to River 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 2 2.0 m (6.6 f£.) wide SROW for the sidewalk inside of the 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 turn 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 this 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 vicinily, but the applicant will also need to make some
modifications to the signal.

Fast 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 fi.) sidewalk being constructed
inside ol the east property line as generatly shown on Attachment 5.
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Green Links

East-West Green Link: The CCAP’s envisioned east-west Green Link connects the Oval Village
Jocal commercial and major recreational destinations to the Aberdeen Village Commercial and
Arts District. The applicant has addressed these comporients to the satisfaction of planning,
transportation and parks staff (sec Attachments 3, 8).

There will be a 10.0 m (33 fi.) 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 fi.) 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 exiends from the east to the west
boundaries of the development (not including the crossing of Cedarbridge Way. The Green Link also
includes landscaping and comununity 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 providers. 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 terms of the Green Link
and sidewalk SROWSs are to be determined 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 fi.) 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 Transportation Demand Management (TDM)

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:

Contribute $100,000 to the City for the construction ofa 3.0 m (9.8 ft.)
bike/pedestrian pathway along thl:c;, I<_3Iast ?s;l:g% of Gilbert Road from the southern end of
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the applicant’s required frontage improvements to Lansdowne Road. (Not eligible {or
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 permits for each
building with confirmation 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
form acceptable to the Director of Transportation (actual outlets to be
provided later by strata owners).

« Provision of one (1) 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. Tt should be noted that staff and the applicant will work together at the Developnient Permit
stage to maximize the achievable parking stalls.

It should be noted that there will be also on-street parking provided on Cedarbridge Way throughout
the day and off-peak on-street parking on Alderbridge Way and River Road over the short to
intermediate term.

Bicycle Parking: The proposed project includcs a total of 860 resident bicycle parking spaces with
434 resident spaces in the parkade and sixty-cight (68) surface visitor spaces for Buildings 1 and 2;
and 426 resident spaces within the parkade and sixty-four (64) surface 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 Reguirements:

Section 7.13 of Zoning Bylaw 8500 requires that one (1) SU9 (medium 9 m trucks) off-sircet
loading space be provided for cach building and one (1) off-street WB 17 (large |7 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 with Cedarbridge Way.
However, the turping movements for potential 17 m (55 ft.) length of WB 17 trucks preciude
placement of such spaces on-site or on Cedarbridge Way. Given the low frequency of use of such
Jarge trucks in a purely residential project, staff agrees to support a relaxation of this requirement
at time of Development Permit consideration.

If, after occupancy of the project, the absence of WB17 Joading spaces proves to be a problem on

occasion, {ransportation staff may consider temporary closures of several parking spaces to allow
for large truck parking on a fee per-request-basis for the future residents within the development.
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Servicing Capacity Analysis

City Engincering staff have reviewed the application at a preliminary level and require the
following:

Storm Sewer Upgrade Requirements:

From CP Ralway frontage (i.e. New 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 former CPR line frontage (i.e. New River Road).

» Upgrade the existing ditch to a 1200mm diameter storm main from manhole DS to 222
meters northeast along proposed New River Road (manhole D8 at junction of Gilbert
Road).

¢ Upgrade the existing ditch to 1500mm diameter storm main from junction of Hollybridge
Way and former CPR line property {(manhole D4) to 80 meters northeast along proposed
New River Road (manhole D5).

¢ Upgrade the existing 375 and 450mm diameter to a 1500mm diameter storm main from
Junction of existing River Road and Hollybridge Way (manhole D1 in the analysis) to
205 meters southeast along Hollybridge Way (manhole D4).

e Upgrade the existing 750mm diameter to a 1500mm diameter storm main from manhole
D1 (in the analysis) to its outfall with an approximate length of 8m.

Gilbert Road Frontage: Upgrade the cxisting ditch to a 600 mm diameter storm 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 to the proposed storm sewers at the CPR and Alderbndge Way frontages.

Alderbridge Way Frontage: Works include:

o 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 300mm to 750mm and existing 375mm to 900mm diameter storm
sewers from the west property line of the proposed site to the existing box culvert at
Lansdowne Road.

Sanitary Sewer Upgrade Requirements: Works include:

o 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).
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e Upgrade the existing 200 mm diameter to 375 mm diameter from SMH 4699 (manhole
§50) 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 mm diameter to 525mm diameter from the new manhole at the
corner of future Cedarbridge Way and Alderbridge Way to 80 meters east to SMH 4690
(manhole S20).

¢ Upgrade the existing 200 mm diameter to 525mm diamecter from SMH 4690 (manhole
S20) to 94 meters southeast to existing lane between 7740 Alderbridge Way to 5003
Minoru Boulevard at SMH 4688 (manhole S10).

e Upgrade the existing 300 mm diameter to 600 mm diameter from SMH 4688 (manhole
S10) 1o 69 meters southwest to existing Minoru Pump station.

e Through the Servicing Agreement, the sanitary sewer alignments will need to be
coordinated to suit the future Minoru Sanitary Pump Station upgrade.

s Both current sanitary mains located within the Subject Lands will need to be removed by
the Developer and the SROWSs in which they are located are to be discharged from title.

Water Works Review:

Revicw and works include:

e  Water System: Using the OCP 2021 maxiraum day model, there is 346 L/s available at
20 psi residual. Based on the proposed application, the development requires a minimum
fire flow of 275 L/s. Water apalysis 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 watermains (minimum 200mm diameter, per City’s requirements) at the
proposed site’s CPR and future Cedarbridge Way frontages.

The applicant is also responsible for undergrounding the existing private utility line located
within the New River Road alignment.

Latecomer Agreements will be available [or sanitary and storm upgrades that are not frontage
improvements as only provided by the Local Government Act. Development Cost Charge
(DCC) credits will be applicable to eligible storm 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 Retatl (IR 1)” to “High
Density Low Rise Apartments (RAI12)” 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 1dentifies certain new parks and
roads to be secured as voluntary developer contributions via the City’s development processes.
In cases where the contributors 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.
sitc atca excluding road) lessens the cost to the contributing developer and helps ensure that
developroents which include nen-IDCC 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 the Cedarbridge Way on the subject site
(Attachment 5). In light of this, staff recommend that the RAH2 be amended so that the
maximum permitted density (FAR) on the subject site be calculated based on the “gross site”
(1.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 Cedarbridge Way is dedicated instead of being secured by a SROW, there will be a FAR of
2.28 for the net site area excluding the road dedication. Thus, the proposed Zoning Amendment
Bylaw 8884 includes on overall FAR of 2.28 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 1o
secure Cedarbridge Way.

Other Zoning Requirements 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) of twenty-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
m” (20 ft.?) 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 mm (2.0 ft.) of manoeuvring space
beside the suite entry doors as per section 4.16.11, 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 Permit (DVP) is issued by Council to vag section 4.16.11,
3498893 PH - 37
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Form & Character of Development:

The Development Permit application plans will be brought forward (o Development Permit
Pane! 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 cxtension of Cedarbridge Way. The current Alderbridge Way
elevation is Jower at 1.5 m (4.91.) compared to the New River Road which is located at 2.6 m
(8.6 ft.). This elevation difference resuits in a 2.5 m (8.2 ft.) grade difference between
Alderbridge Way and the first floor of the adjoining units. The grade difference of approximately
[.5m (4.9 ft.) on New River Road presents far less of a challenge. The “Design Approach
Perspective Drawings” in Attachment 6 illustrate this elevation difterence as well as the road
layout, change of elevation, building massing and typical elevation treatments for two (2) of the
buildings.

Key Street Wall Feature Views:
[t is critical that this development contribute 10 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 1o staff’s request to orientate the
units facing streets with 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 Rooflines: 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 vanety 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 of buildings in the proposed development.

To provide variation within this family of buildings, tower elements are included on the
southeast corner of Building 1 and northwest corner of Building 2. Furthermore, the northwest
wing of Building 1 facing towards Gilbert Road has significant broad terraces stepping
downwards 1o the west (See page 4 of Attachment 6).

View Corridors: View corridors are particularly important due to the proposed riverfront park
being developed immedialely 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 form of the proposed development will allow for
the adjacent in-stream devetopment to the east and south to be afforded views of the Fraser River
and North Shore Mountains.

Building Orientations: The four (4) buildings have a similar U-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 | and 4 facing
Alderbridge Way and Buildings 2 and 3 facinﬁlthe?l\éegv 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 applhed to provide for differentiation. In
particular, Buildings 1 and 4 facing Alderbrldge Way have darker colours, more detailing and
metal panelling evoking an carly 20" Century industrial building . Conversely, Buildings 2 and
3 are designed in a mid-20" modernist building style with bolder articulation and use of lighter
coloured metal pavelling.

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 Counclil.

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 approximately 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 staf”’s 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 achve uses mcludmo socializing, children’s
play and related use. The development includes 3,430 m® (36,812 ft.%) of such on-site socializing
areas. The additional CCAP guidelines provide for on-site walkways, planting, garden plots, etc.
The development also includes 742 m* (7,987 ft.%) of on-site walks and garden plots are provided
in the landscape plans.

Of note, while there are no trees on the subject site, staff have requested and reviewed an
arborist’s report confirming that the proposed bujldings and north-south Green Link with
retaining wall (discussed earlier in the report) will not adversely affect several significant trees
on the adjacent property to the west.

Summary of Building and Landscape Design:

[n sununary, staff feels that the applicant has gone a long way to developing a wood-frame
project that has the modern, urban character desired for the City Centre and which responds to
the CCAP’s design guidelines. Particularly, staff and the ADP have jdentified the need for the
applicant to apply high quality, durable materials and undertake minor mOd]ﬁCdthDS to the
detailed design of the buildings.

Other Major Planmung 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 sahsﬁaﬁtloxégéhe City with 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 lobbics). The terms 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
yP Units Unit Area Monthly Unit Rent* | Household Income*
1-Bedroom g 50 m2 (535 fi2) $925 937,000 or less
| 2-Bedroom 30+ 80 m2 (860 f2) $1,137 $45,500 or less

-

May be increased periodically 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 units within the development is included within the preliminary

architectural plans included on page Al.1 of Attachment 7 is Lo 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 confirmation is provided
that the required number of affordable housing 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
FHousing Agreements shall enjoy full and unlimited access to and use of all on-site indoor and
outdoor amenity spaces.

Indoor Shared Amenity Space:

The applicant proposes to include 951 m* (10,235 ft)of shared indoor amenity within Building 1
as shown in Attachment 9 which includes an indoor swimming pool. They will atso have a
small amenity space of approximately 21m?* (230 ﬁl) in each of Buildings 3 and 4.

There will be registration of a reciprocal access easerment and other legal agreements reguired on
the proposed Lots 1 and 2 to ensure that the proposed indoor recreation space is constructed
within Building | prior to construction of the other buildings. The agreements will also ensure
there are appropriate mechanisms to allow for shared access, use and management and require
sharing costs for operations and maintenance for such sharcd amenity space that is provided to
all units within all of the buildings. :

Public Art: The City has accepted the applicant’s offer to 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 A1t picce, 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 $0.75/ft of eligible building floor area of
618,120 £ (excluding basic universal accessible housing and affordable housing).

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 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 Permit (DP) to Development Permit Panel is anticipated to
be undertaken prior to adoption of the rezoning. Aside from 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 architect of record
will provide a letter of assurance confirming 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 architectural plans will also be required as a condition of Development Permit and
Building Permit.

Airport and Industrial Noise:

The City’s OCP aircraft noise and industrial noise policies apply. Submission 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 units. 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 Noige Levels (decibels)
Bedrooms 35 decibels
Living, dining, recreation rooms 40 decibels
Kitchen, balhrooms, hallways, and ulility rooms 45 decibels

The ASHRAE 55-2004 “Thermal Environmental Conditions for Human Occupancy”
standard for interior living spaces or most recent ASHRAE standards.

The developer will be required to enter into and register the City’s standard noise-related
covenant(s) on title for Aircraft Noise Sensttive Use Development (ANSUD) and industrial
noise.

LEED Silver: The applicant has committed to meet the Canadiag Green Building Council LEED
Stlver 2009 criteria and submission of follow-up letter confirming that building has been
constructed to meet such 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 (o
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:

o District Energy Utility (DEU): The applicant has agreed to commit to connecting to the
proposed City Centre DEU. The DEU terms will be finalized prior to issuance of the
Development Permit and will include:

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 %e satisf‘igltion of the City.
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*  Flood Cownstruction Level: Registration of the City’s standard flood indemnity covenant
on title.

o 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 $0.25/£t? 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% of the total) to
the City prior to issuance of a building permit for the second of four (4) buildings within
the development.

Future Development Permit Review:

The applicant will continue working with staff on the Development Permit 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.
Thus will include finalizing 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 Basic Accessible
Housing {ront entrance door clearance provisions will be formally 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:

* Form a distinctive, high-quahty, high-density yet low-rise part of to the Lansdowne Village
neighbourhood;

* Complete important sections of the major road network in the CCAP including New River
Road east of Gilbert Road and the extension of Cedarbridge 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 cast-west and north-south Green Links and Greecnways that will
conntect 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.

Y —

Mark McMullen
Senior Coordinator — Major Projects
MM:rg

Attachment 1: Location Map and Aerjal Photograph

Attachment 2: Excerpt of Minutes from January 4, 2012 Mecting of the Advisory Design Panel!
Attachment 3: CCAP Lansdowne Village Specific Land Use Map

Atlachment 4: Development Application Data Sheet

Attachment S; Functional Road Layout Plan

Attachment 6: Design Approach Perspective Drawings

Attachment 7: Preliminary Architectural Plans

Attachment 8: Preliminary Landscape and Greenway Plans

Attachment 9: Public Art and On-Site Amenity Space Plan

Attachment 10: Rezoning Considerations Letter
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Time:

Place:

Present:

Also Present:

Advisory Design Panel
Wednesday, January 4, 2012

4:00 p.m.

Rm. M.1.003
City of Richmond

Kush Panatch, Chair

Simon Ho, Vice-Chair

Steve Jedreicich, Acting Chair
Joseph Fry (arrived at 4:39 p.m.)
Tom Parker

Thomas Leung

Cst. Greg Reimer

Shem Han

Harold Owens

Shira Standfield

Sara Badyal, Planner

Mark McMullen, Senior Coordinator, Major Projects

Rustico Agawin, Commuttee Clerk

The meeting was called to order at 4:10 p.m.

ATTACHMENT 2 -

1. ADVISORY DESIGN PANEL ORIENTATION AND ELECTION OF CHAIR AND
VICE-CHAIR

Sara Badyal, Staff Liaison for the Advisory Design Panel, welcomed the new and returning
members of the Panel for 2012, Thereafter, she briefed the Panel members regarding the
Panel’s Terms of Reference and the role of the Panel within the City’s review process for
development permit 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 4, 2012

3443571

RZ 11-585209 — SIX-STOREY RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT WITH 660
APARTMENTS IN FOUR BUILDINGS

ARCHITECT: Yamamoto Architecture Inc.

PROPERTY LOCATION:  7731/7771 Alderbridge Way

Panel Discussion

Comments from the Panel were as follows:

wood frame construction for six-storey buildings is a fairly new development
and has some constraints; existing building design has 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, maximura 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 maximum height from the ground level to
the 6™ floor is 18 meters; applicant needs to check whether the height limitation
1s 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 from the main structure of the buildings by
using column supports instead of being cantilevered; could avoid maintenance
issues in the long-term;

firewalls should be straight;
interesting site; appreciate slideshow 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 access or egress from the
courtyards up to the deck; will add vitality to the street edges;

streetscape treatment on Alderbridge Way is critical; use high quality materials
al the front face; consider lowering wall height;
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Advisory Design Panel
Wednesday, January 4, 2012

3443571

plaza space does not look like and will not furction 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 communify 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 m the plaza; does not appear like a plaza; the proposed
development is a sclf-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 characier;

differentiate each building in terms 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 1s 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,;

tike 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 condominiuvm; 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 aree; climinate 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 two 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 1s likewise encouraged to increase the number of affordable units;

PH - 348 3



Advisory Design Panel
Wednesday, January 4, 2012
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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 alternale o 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;

arca 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 matenals suggested in the renderings actually being
used in the manncr indicated;

concern on the orientation of some of the courtyards resulting in dark/shaded
areas; mold growth on hard surfaces may be an issuc;

courtyard scheme is appropriate to achieve desired 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 wel]l 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 lack a focal point; consider creating a public
gathering placc at the intersection of Cedarway Bridge and River Road, a likely
gathering area for people as il 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 program 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 suppostive of such schemes;

good job on 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 conttnuous pedestrian link across it; will create a true
pedestrian plaza in the centre area;
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Advisory Design Panel
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congratulate the applicant for keeping the setbacks between the buildings at the
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 1s
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 futuwre; consider better use of oddball
configuration at the corner;,

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 Alderbridge Way; and

Onni has developed high quality high-nse 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 site.

(At this juncture, Mr. Panatch and Mr. Ho left the meeting and Mr. Jedreicich assumed the

Chair)

DP 11-5939256 — SIX-STOREY MIXED-USE DEVELOPMENT WITH 55
APARTMENTS OVER GROUND LEVEL COMMERCIAL AND AMENITY
SPACE

ARCHITECT: Cotter Architects

PROPERTY LOCATION: 14000 Riverport Way

Panel Discussion

Comments from 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 loading
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 floor-to-floor hejght of the CRUs to allow for beam
depth;
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Attachment 3

Specific Land Use Map: Lansdowne Village (2031) 5y 842748516
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RZ 11-585209

City of Richmond

6911 No. 3 Road
Richmond, BC, V6Y 2CI
www. richmond.ca

ATTACHMENT 4

Development Application

Data Sheet

Development Applications Division

Address:

Applicant/Owner:

Owner:

Planning Area(s):

Floor Area

7731 & 7771 Alderbridge Way

Onni 7731 Alderbridge Way Holding Corp. & 7771 Alderbridge Way Holding Corp.

Onni 7731 Alderbridge Way Holding Corp. & 7771 Alderbridge Way Bolding Corp.

Ciiy Centre Area (Lansdowne Village)

No change is broposed in maximum permitted floor area or density

Bylaw Requirement

Proposed Development

Variance

Zoning e Lot 1:13,288.37sm (143,036 sf) !
Lot Size (Min.) | o 2400sm (25,833sf) e Lot2:11,886.75 sm (127,949 sf) e None
o Lot 1: building footprint; 45% 3
CCAP/Zoning o 60% for buildings non-porus surfaces: 69.5%
Lot Coverage ¢ 80% for building and non s Lot 2: building footprint: 45% e None
{(Max.) porous surfaces non-porus surface: 70.3%
s 1.2 upto2.0FAR with s 2.0 FAR with 20m Cedarbridge dedication
CCAP/Zoning provision of 5% of total floor as per Zoning Amendment Bylaw No. N
FAR area for affordable housing 8884 text not deducted. ¢ None
units.
Zoning _ e Residential: 4.084 m
; Residential: 2. t
Habitable quor ¢ esidential: 2.9 m geodetic e Local exception permitted for 1 lobby per | ® None
Elevation {Min.) building.
CCAP/Zoning ¢ afesa?'aﬁg\lwml;husppfocggm as | Varies: but less than 25m above finished
Height (Max.) outlined in COAP. grade in all cases. e None
a) 4.5m for Building 1 and 5.0m Building 2
@ Alderbridge from PROP
. b) 3m@ East Lane from PROP
CCAP/Zoning zg gﬁ% éfgﬁggge c) 3m@ New River Road from PROP
Selbacks @ &) 1.5m@ New River Road 3d) 3Im@ West Side from PROP s  None
(Min.) d) 1.5m@ West Side
’ Based on setback to back face of
PROP/SROW; setbacks from the actual
property lings are greater.

PH - 352



Proposed Development

Bylaw Requirement | Variance
Lot 1: Parkade (Bidgs1 /2): 427 | Ereliminary 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: 0.2/unit; 61 :
(tandem: 15%)
Zoning Visitors: 51
Off-Street Lot 2 Parkade: [Bidgs 3/ 4): . .
Parking ! 398 Lot 2: Parkade (Bldgs3/4): 399 None
Min Residents: 1.2/unit: 313 Zﬁ'ﬁfgf{égg?able: 351
Min Affordable: 0.90/unit; 27 (tandem: 11% )°
(max small car 50%: ) Visitors: 48 0
Min Visitors: 0.2/unit: 58 )
(With maximum 10% TDM . o . :
Reduction possivle) S?Q\t/?d-/e.ds)/o TDM overall parking reduction
Lot 1: Parkade (Bldgs1 /2) Lot 1: Parkade (Bldqgs1 /2)
® Resident (1.25/unit): 425 e Resident (1.25/unit): 434
Zoning | & Visilor (0.2/unit): 68 e Visitor (0.2/unit): 68 . None

Bicycle Parking

Lot 2: Parkade (Bldgs? /2)
o Resident (1.25/unit). 400
e \Visitor (0.2/unit): 64

Lot 2: Parkade (Bldas1i /2)

o Resident (1.25/unit). 426
Visitor (0.2/unit): 64

e 2 medium; 2 large with cne
being provided for each

DVP to relax the

Amenity Space:

fndoor (Min.)

indoor recreation features
provided

recreation feature as provided for in CCAP.

Zoni i ¢ Required one SU9 loading space . .
Loa(ljr:gg building with sizes as per provided for each of the four buildings in @%u;rsr;wegéefc;r 2
Seclion 7.10.2. To be on- locations acceptabie to City. 17sp
site. - required.
. . : e Notation lo be shown that design will
: Basic Universal Housing: ; ) : e DVP for lo relax
Zoning . . meet the Basic Universal Hosuing :
| Accessible City standa(;ds fqr wheelchair standards as per Section 4.16 for 502 section 4. 16‘1.1
Housing accessible dwellings units, except for 4.16.11 only as stated in
) I staff report.
CCAP For projects exceeding 200
igeli units (CCAP): . .
Guidelines for ( )_ 983 sm provided and accepted as it includes
Shared * 2sgmjunit 1320sm, but large indoor swimming pool as significant o N/A
Residential may be reduced if significanl
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CCAP/OCP
Shared
Residential

Amenity Space:

Bylaw Requirement

As per CCAP Seclions 2.6.1

(e), 3.1.8A and OCP:

»  OCP: 6 sgm/unit for
socializing, children’s play &
related uses: 3960sm

Proposed Development

3430 sm of on-site socializing areas
provided.

1742 sm of on-site walks and garden
plots are provided.

The areas provide are less than absolute

Variance

. - e N/A

OL{tdo_or (Min.) | & CCAP: 10% of net site area amount 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 T subject to refinement at DP stage.
CCAP » 20 f de-oriented
Private an dsgsmr:;éﬁ e;?rflglof The total area of patios and balconies
Outdoor o rtm‘gms SEZPSEC“M meet CCAP guidelines, but each e TBDatDP
Amenity Space: p ' balcony/patio needs to be confirmed at review

(Min.)
guidelines

3.1.8B of the CCAP for
dimensions.

DP review.
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ATTACHMENT 5

Lotl (Western Lot)
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Sharp & Diamond Landscape Architecture Inc,

Inc.

Yamamoto Architecture

PH - 357

1

<IN

PYTRRI T

Orientation
Wilh the Cedarbridge Way dedlcation end easi-west Grecrway.
Ihe site is effectivaly split into four guadrants.

Tre davelopmnt proposes four buicings with the couriyard
spaces of 1he southwest, northeas?. and southeasti bulldings
zach orlented facing southwest.

The northwest buifding, at the comset of Gilbert and the naw River
Hoad, has s ceurtyard spacs facing norlh, towarce ths future
Dark &nd vigw.

This will maximize the number of units witn a view ol the rver and
park, 2nd will creats a visual conpecton betwsen the pubic park
space and the internal courtyard.

s I t e Courfyards

Alderbridge sStaff Report
Richmond, BC 8" February 2012




Sharp & Diamond landscape Architecture Inc.

Inc.

Yamamoto Architecture
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Articulation

= Mantnize views 10 (he river per the Generel Guidcices of Ibe
CCAP3.1.1A

enoon sun o the counyard areas and pudlic

* Provide @ strong, urtan sireet wal along Aldesbiridge Way.

Ik e massing

adiacent 10 he mare inumately

BING

[3.1.5.A) while articulating the facads with namow bays and
salbacks at upper lavels (3.1.5.F7

massing upber oo

Alderbridge Staff Repart
Richmouad, BC 8" February 2012




Sharp & Diamond Landscape Architecture Inc

Inc.

Yamamote Architeciura
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GROSS SITE AREA:
309,058 SOFT (28.712 SO.M)

SITE AREA;
FTER 20M CEDARBRIDGE
efiD LANE STUB NS

LOT 4: 142,038 SQ.FT. (12288 SOM)
LOT 2: 126,844 SQ.FU {11,793 SQ.M)
TOTAL BOTH LOTS: 264,982 SQ.FY. (23,081 SQ M.}

630,000 SG.FT. (2.04 FAR)
309,050 SC.FT1. x 20 FSR= 615,118 SO.FT.

502 ADAPTABILITY ENHANCED UNITS
x2SOM = 11,882 5Q.FT

630,000 SQFT.

ELOOR kREAAND UNIT BREAKDOW/N SUMMARY:

TaTAL

TYPE No.1 | WOz | WO | WO !
T D R N _|_ R T
_ oA A | N 10D
s : R - S IR | 7 1 I | ﬁs;eL_

1]

TOTAL UNIT3 i 132 prasid 180 R
[ < i 30 e 688 )

TOTAL MEF 57 ,tacﬁmsrlmmw 154 aﬂsSFltS‘lm SF:

| s W0OGF | 6000SF
| 107AL GROSE SF r-rs\msslmmqmc?msr]:ssm
t T SF

= Te— #2070 57 | 313, hm &

B35,

massing afouad
Alderbridge Staff

ted per unit mi

Report

Richmond, BC & February 2012
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Yarpamoto Architecture Inc.  Sharp & Diamohd Landscape Architecture Inc.
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7731, 7771 ALDERBRIDGE WAY
RICHMOND, B.C.
APARTMENT DEVELOPMENT
= L
—:«_ --l - “T-- - ]| v | b - . -'-\. T Lk
] ' 5] f s nl ] * X i CIEETT
Fy D 3 Wi v 01 0 [ S T I )
i a1 = i - 7847 " o L)
o N <[~ D 3 A0E il &1 _wm
=3 B T A ELETT = A A w %] o rsr
x4 ] = ] D] 0 3 22 I I T | & [1 by
A o] ] oo | mEes] U 13 [ | o] w4 | rse s |t e | ] @a] e
NI LIS N A S o [ o | Gn | B | SR Ty pes [ o [ e |t
|
[V ;_ﬁ{u—;v
Revidenry . __[ “_O_I s ) 35
Totab 433
Erycle parkirg provided = Bcycle parieg provided a0
[zt foe grade bl ) L) Lot o bl A
- &
Site area 26,712.50 | 309,060.00 O m——— G S— T —
Propased Floor Area
Fsa J 2.0D0 §7,425.01 €18,120.00 LOADING SPACE REQUIREMEN M
[Banus for Universal units | 1 SPACE FOR 15T 240 UNITS,
{1.85 SQM/aer Universal H g ;;PACE FOR EACH ADD'L 160 UN(TS = 4 spaces (medium size}
i . +
uan) 1 003} 502 933.72 10,090.52 1 SPACE FOR EVEAY 2 BUILDINGS = 2 spacss (large sizs)
| Totat 58358.73  628.170.52 | TOTAL REQUIREQ = 6 spaces (2 farge, 4 medium)
. TOTAL PROVIDED = 4 spaces (4 medium)
Net site area after cedarbridgeway dedication
I West Lot (1) 013288801 143,040.00 |
| Eastior [2) 1 11885801  127,937.00 |
oul 228 ° 25,1760 270,977.00 |
* PSR bazed on the Netshiz area and £SA
|exciuding tne donus for the Upiverial heusing)
Graund coverage/net areaflot |
% i som | sQFT
Waest Lat (1) a5%K f 1328880 | 143,040.00
Building 1 -Ground coverage | i 2,828.05 30,441,00
Building 2 -Ground coverage | P 313045 33.696.00
East lot (2) 45% I 1188550 127,937.80
Building 3 -Ground coverage i 1.690.28 28,958.00
s i H PLANNING COMMITTEE REPQRT,
Building ¢ -Ground coverage j 2,604.34 28.033.00 Yama moto Arohltectu re InC FEBRUARY &, 2012

dNHOV.LLV

L IN

PH - 368



RIVER ROAD |

Himaren « ¢

FLOOR AREA AND UNIT BREAKDOWN SUMMARY:

UNIT ] BUILDING .
TYPE — w7t [TNoz No3 | Nod | o
1BR | s | 30 25 i
2HR I 125
3BR i g | 0]

[ 1 1
TOTAL UNITS 140 | 200 | 16¢ | 1@
| T ) 560
TOTAL NET SF 130,500 SF[19‘3.500 $F|154.200 sr-‘tsn £00 5F
R R0 1 avsooosF 305,000 SF BI0.660 §F
TOTAL GROSS 8F |145.050 El‘i 197,020 SF| 157,700 SF | 155,300 SF
Y Bxcuuonsy 442,070 SF | 313000 SF 655,070 SF

sl sl

GROSS SITE AREA:

J09.05% SO, (20,712 SQM,)
gggnmz%ﬁ'&%wa [DGE,

AND LANE STUR DEDICATIONS

LOT 17 143,038 SQFT, (12,288 0 M

LOT 2: 126 844 SO.FT (T3.781 S2.04)

TOTAL BOTHLOTS: 262982 50 FT_ (26,087 QM)

s

20N CEOAR ST

o

PROPOSED FLOOR AREA:
620,000 BC.FT. (204 F AR}
309,059 SAFT. x 2055 = 114,118 SQ.F7.

502 ADARTABILITY ENHANCED UNITS
X SOLM. w 1L BA2 SO.FT

60,000 ST,

e FTo e O

>

LQADING SPACE REQUIREMENTS:

4 SPACE FOR 4G LNITE,
1 GRACE FOR EACH ADDL T80 UNITS = 4 apaces {mwdum w2)

| : . fes -
BUILDING NOJ d s 3 e N
— ! 1 SPAGE FOR EWERY 2 BUILDINGS = & gpiey (large sl

e

gttt

P e my
TOTAL AEGURED = § spaces (2 laga, & metom] nllmten, 1 2

—— =

TOTAL PROVIDED » 4 spuscas {3 medum)

L Yamamolo
Architecture Inc.
'-'urn.vx: _Ii_ou LANE :'E:'::E?"‘; ol
. KEY PLINS
SE PLA%
: £22 ’ = e T
OVERALL SITE PLAN “ T anm | AOA
EREv = |
o e fARS
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STATISTICS / LEGEND
SHARED OPEN SRACE
- TOTAL QUTDOOR SHARED AMENITY AREA: 5,208 SQLM. {58,058 SO.FTY |

- REQUIREMENTS AT 6 SQM FER UNIT
B60 TOTAL UNITS = 3,560 SQ.M. SHARLD AMENITY SPACE

- INDCQOR SHARED AMEN[TY AREA:
BLDG 1 (SHARED BY BLDG 2): 1,632 SQ.M.
:

PRIVATE OPEN SPACE
- WMINIMUST PRIVATE OPEN SPACE AT GROUND LEVEL = 24 5Q.M. AREA
HAN PRIVATE OPEN SPACE AREA AT GROUND LEVEL = 46:5 SQULL ARE:\

- REQIUAREMENTS AY 20 SQ M PER UNIT MIMIMUM PRIVATE
QPFEM SPACE AREA FOR UREAN CENTRE (75) (GROUND LEVEL)
AND § SQM. BALCONY SIZE. SCALE

~ THE NUMEBER OF BALCONIES PER §UILGING

BLDG % 167, BLRG 1 GLDG 3: 125, AND BLOG €: 212
TOTAL BALCONIES: T8

TOTAL BALCONY SRACE; 4,724 SQM. (50,056 SQ.FT)

PUBLIC ART

POTENTIAL ART LOCATIONS '*_

POTENTIAL LANDMARK ART LOCATION '::“E;“
i

NQTE;

ALL PROPQSED PUSLIC ART LC
COMMITTEE ANO STAFF REVIE

UBIRCT 7O PUBLIC ART
G PUSLIC ART POLICY

AREA TQ|

1.155 SQ.M. i
| (12,432 SQFT.)

8505Q.M.
(6.397 SQFT.} )
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ATTACHMENT 10

City of
. y Rezoning Considerations
R|Ch mond Development Applications Division

6911 No. 3 Road, Richmond, 8C VBY 2C1

Address: ERIC HUGHES, Development Manager

ONNI 7731 Alderbridge Bolding Corp. ONNI 7771 Alderbridge Holding Corp. RZ2011-585209
#300-550 Robson St

Vancouver, BC

VEB 2B7

File No.: RZ2011-585209

Prior to final adoption of Zoning Amendment Bylaw 8884 to rczone the two existing parcels of land at
7731 and 7771 Alderbridge Way (the Subject Lands) from 1L to RAH2, the Onni Group of Companies
(the Developer) is required to corsplete the following:

1. Dedicated Public Roads: The following roads as described below and generally shown an Figure 1 and
otherwise determined 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.

a. Cedarbridge Way: Provision of 2 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, atility
and Public Rights of Passage purposes in a form satisfactory to the City.

b. River Road: That pait of the City-owned former CPR rail line (free hold parcel: Lot 12, Sec 5/6-4-6,
Plan 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.

¢. Cedarbridge Way Dedication and Subdivision: Registration of a legal agreement on the Subject
Lands prohibiting issuance of any building permit unti! such lands are subdivided into Lot | (West Lot)
and 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 | will be demolished as the
building will encroach into 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
confirmation 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 cireulation 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 Servicing Agreement, the following SROWs are required:

a. River Road: Registration of a 3.0 m wide SROW for a 3.0 m sidewatk inside of the entjre north
property line of the proposed Lots | and 2, together with fwo 4.0 m-by-4.0 m corner cuts at the
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 Pdnki 2 4@5kther with two 4.0 m-by-4.0 m corner cuts at the

3492342
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Rezoning Considerations: ONNI 7731 Alderbridae Holding Corp. ONNI 7771 Alderbridge Holding Corp. RZ2011-585209: Page 2 of 16

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 property line of
the proposed Lot 2 adjacent (o 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 prey on Figure 1, whichever is greater. (Not eligible for DCC credits.)

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 pubtic
utility service providers and bylaw enforcement activities. Unless as otherwise determined under the approved
Development Permit plans and the City Servicing Agreement to be approved as a condition of rezoning, the
following SROWs are required:

a. East-West Greenway: Registration of a2 10.0m 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 east to west boundaries of the Subject Lands except for the Cedarbridge Road dedication
and North-South Pedestrian Link as shown on Figure 2. The below-grade parking structures 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
of the 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 2 5.0m 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 to south boundarics 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 (o the west. Design, security for construction, and owner
maintenance, hability and other terms of the area under the SROW are to be to the satisfaction of the City
as a condition of bylaw adoption.

Flood Covenant: Registration of the City’s standard flood indemnity covenant on title ensuring that there js
no construction of habitable area below the T1ood Construction Level of 2.9 m (Area A),

Tandem Parking Covenant: Registration of the City’s standard covenant on title ensuring that tandem
parking spaces in each building are occupied by the owners of the same strata {ot is required.

Noise Covenant(s): Regislration of covenants below on title is required for:

a. Aircraft Noise Scnsitive 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 maximum noise
levels set-out in item 15(b) below.

District Energy Utility (DEU): Registration of a restrictive covenant and/or alternative legal agreement(s), to the
satisfaction of the City, securing that “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 the proposed City Centre DEU, including operation of and use of the DEU and all
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 Service Provision Agreement(s) and statutory right-of-way(s) and/or alternative legal
agreements, to the satisfaction of the City, that establish DEU for the subject site.

Affordable Housing Agreement: Registration of the City’s standard Housing Agreespents to secure 38

affordable housing (low-end 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 development’s total residential building area (including
common areas, such as hallways and lobbies). The terms of the Housing Agreements 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 | and 2, and rent levels and tenant household incomes as set out in Table 2.

Table 1: Affordable Housing Unit Locations

BULDINGT || | BUNDING3 I BUIDINGS S TOTALE
FLOORS 1Cs. NCs. : NO3. ; NO's
AREA | . TORAL AREA | TOTAL AREA | TOTAL —{ . AREA
180 | 2510 mn] 200 NS b 198y | 2500 [ TOTAL
2| sen | 1728 | s sea| 3ase - e sese | o3asel]| -] 10| 10| s640
3 - .| 3] eas | 2664 RN
Sl 1] -] e3s 535 || 1 i 635
2| 864 | 1728 .| a4 84| 345 .| 4| 864 | 3456 - | 10 10 | 8640
2 -] suo | 1,200 . -1 -| 3| sss 2,664 2| 3 5| 3,854,
2 . - - 2| see | 1732 B 2| 1732
2| -| 600 ‘1,200 2 2| 3200
. 1| -] 6as 645 || 1 1 835
[ . 2| res [ 1,776 : 1 | se4 ] . sea N EE 3| 2340
] e . 1] -f sl sl i 570
FEim 2| 6] [6432]] -| 8| [6912']| 6 [ 16 17,586 || 8 [ 30 ] 38 [ 30930
T | 1
Table 2: Affordable Housing Target Groups
.. Maximum Total Annual
. Number of Minimum _ )
Unit Type . . Monthly Unit Household
Units Unit Area « :
Rent Tocome*
$37,000 or less
1-Bedroom gx* 50 m2 (535 f12) $925 i
L
| 2-Bedroom 30%* 80 m2 (860 f12) $1,137 $45,500 or less

* May be increased periodically as provided for under adopted City policy.
** All affordable housing units must satisfy Richmond Zoning Bylaw requirements for Basic Universal Housing,
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9.

Ensuring Affordable Housing: Registration of a legal agreement requiring each of the four buildings be
constructed as set out in the above section and preventuig jssuance of a final Building Permit 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 the affordable housing units in
Building 1 are completed and issued a final Building Permit inspection granting occupancy and a building
permit is issued for Building 4 which includes the affordable housing units set-out in Table 1. The agreement
will also ensure that occupants of the affordable housing units subject to the Housing Agreements shall enjoy
Full and unlimited access to and use of all on-site indoor and outdoor amenity spaces.

. Indoor Shared Amenity Space: Registration of reciprocal access easement and other legal agreements as

required on the proposed Lots | and 2 will be required to ensure that not less than 10,235 fi* shared indoor
amenity, with an included indoor swimming pool, is provided within the first building to be construcied on
the Subject Lands, being Building !, as shown on Figure 1 and that appropriate mechanisms to allow for
shared access, use and management and usepapli Ica]d? sharing costs for operations and maintenance for such
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shared amenity space is provided to all units within all of the buildings. The reciprocal access easement /
other legal agreement will be between the owpers of Lots 1 and 2, but with the City identified as a grantee to
ensure that the agreements which not be discharged and or changed without City approval. The reciprocal
access easement / other legal agreement will also specify that the issuance of a finaj Building Permit
inspection granting occupancy for Building 2, 3 or 4 is prohibited until Buijding 1 is completed and has been
issued a final Building Permit inspection granting occupancy.

Il. 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 of rezoning. The calculations are based on
$0.75/f” of eligible building floor area of 587,214 fi* (excluding basic universal accessible housing and
affordable housing). The Developer will be invited (but not required) to participate in the sejection process
for the Landmark Art piece. It should be noted 1n 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 of $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/f* 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 conlribution of $112,157 (75% of the total) to the
City prior to issuance of a building permit for the second of four buildings oo the Subject Lands.

13. Transportation Demand Management: 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 of 99 stalls (25%
reduction), residential parking of 750 stalls (4% reduction) for a total visitor and residential parking of 849
stalls. Within the overall maximum 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
licu of this reduction, the City accepts the Developer’s offer to voluntarily:

a. Contribute $100,000 1o 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 permits for each building with confirmation
that such have been provided as a condition of issuance of an occupancy permit for each building:

i.  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 canduits, circuits
breakers, wiring in form acceptable to the Director of Transportation (actual outlets to be
provided later by sirata owners).

ii.  Provision of one standard 120 volt electric plug-in for every 40 resident bicycle parking
spaces in a form acceptable to the Director of Transportation.

14. Transportation, Parks and Enginecring Works under Servicing Agreement(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 infrastnicture, street frontages, water, sanitary and
storm sewer system upgrades, and related works as generally set out below. Prior to rezoning adoption, all works
dentified 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 Transportation 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 legal agreements in the
Rezoning Requirements. Refinements to the Engineering Works requirements may occur through the SA
process. Furthermore, other neighbouring J@chpdrgﬂxay be constructing some of the engineering services
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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 timited to, the following as works included within “Schedule 17
attached to and forming part of this letter.

b. Enginecring Works:
SA works will include, but may not be limited fo, as set out in the following table:

Storm sewer upgrade requirements:
1) General

From CP Railway frontage (i.e., new River Road) to outfall of Hollybridge
Canal (at comer of Hollybridge Way and existing River Road).

a.  Upgrade the existing ditch to 1200mm diameter storm main from manhole
D8 to 185 meters northeast along the proposed site’s CPR frontage (i.e., new
River Road).

b. Upgrade the existing ditch to 1200mm diameter storm main from manhoie
DS to 222 meters northeast along proposed new River Road (manhole D8 at
junction of Gilbert Road).

c.  Upgrade the existing 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 DS).

d.  Upgrade the existing 375 and 450mm diameter to a 1500mm diameter
storm main from junction of existing River Road and Hollybridge Way
(manhole D1 in the analysis) to 205 meters southeast along Hollybridge Way
(manhole D4),

e. Upgrade the existing 750mm diameter to a 1500mm diameter storm main
from manhole D1 (in the analysis) to outfall with an approximate length of 8m.

2) Gilbert Road frontage

a.  Upgrade the eyisting ditch to 600 mm diameter storm 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.

3)  Future Cedarbridge Way frontage

a.  Provide the greater of a) 600 mun and b) OCP size by the Developer, as per
City requirements. The proposed storm 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 250mra and 300mim diameter storm sewers from east
PH -405 '
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to west property line of the proposed site to 600 mm diameter.

b.  Upgrade the existing 300mm to 750mm and existing 375mm to 300mm
diameter storm sewers from the west property line of the proposed site to the
existing box culvert at I.ansdowne Road.

C. Manhole locations to be determined in the Servicing Agreement desjgn,

d. As an alternative to 4) a. and b. provide a single storm sewer system, sized 1o
OCP conditions, from the site's east property line (i.¢., east property tine of 777]
Alderbridge Way) to the existing box culveit at Lansdowne Road.

Sanitary sewer upgrade requirements:

a. Upgrade the existing 200 mm diameter to 450 mm diameter from SMH
4738 (manhale S70) to 90 meters northeast along old CPR right of way 1o SMH
4737 (mankole 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 SMI1
4737 (manbole 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 150 mm diameter to 525mm diameter from the new
~ manbole at the comner of future Cedarbridge Way and Alderbridge Way to 80
meters east to SMH 4690 (manhole S20).

d. Upgrade the existing 200 mm diameter to 525mm diameter from SMH
4690 (manhale S20) to 94 meters southeast to existing lane between 7740
Alderbridge Way to 5003 Minoru Boulevard at SMIT 4688 (manhole S10).

e. Upgrade the existing 300 mm diameter to 600 mm diameter from SMH
4688 (manhole S10) 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 Minoyu 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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| Water Works and Review:

a. Water System: Using the OCP 2021 maximum day model, there is 346
L/s available at 20 psi residual, Based on the proposed application, the
development requires a minimum fire flow of 275 L/s. Water analysis is not
required. FHowever, once the applicant has confirmed the building design at the
butlding 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 confinn that there is adequate available flow.

b. Provide watermains (minimura 200mm diameter, per City’s
requirements) at the proposed site’s CPR and future Cedarbridge Way {rontages.

General:

Undergroumding 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-of-way. As such, the
developer is required, at the developer’s sole cast, to install conduijt within “new” River Road to
accommodate the undergrounding of private utilities, to the satisfaction of the City. (No DCC
credits are applicable.)

DCC Credits:
DCC credits are available for the following:

1. Sanitary Sewer
a. gravity sanitary sewer along the development frontage on New River Road;
b. gravity 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 Minoyu sanitary pump station to approx 70m
northeast.

2. Storm Sewer
Storm sewer along on New River Road intended to replace storm 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. I

c. Greenway and Boulevard Landscape Works (Parks)
SA works will include, but may not be timited to, the following:

i.  All works within the East-West Green Link and North-South Pedestrian Link described above and
boulevard grass and tree plantings on public roads including, but not limited to, the works shrown on
the preliminary plans dated February 8, 2012 prepared by Sharp & Diamond Landscape Architecture
Inc. entitled “7731, 7771 Alderbridge Way” (which are attached to the staff report for this
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 of the
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 1) at an appropriate date in the
future.

15. Development Permit: The submission and processing of a Development Permit* completed to a level
deemed acceptable by the Director of Development with the following elements being addressed:

a. Basic Universal Accessible Housing: A notation on the architectural plans requiring and describing how
the 502 Basic Universal Housing units meet all of the requirements of Zoning Bylaw 8500, except where
Section 4.16.11 {front 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 designed 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 conformance adherence to the report and his/her plans prior to issuance of an
occupancy permit for each building. Dwelling units must be designed and constructed to achieve:

* CMHC guidelines for interior noise levels as indicated in the chart betow:

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 vecent applicable ASHRAFR standard.

16. LEED Silver: Submission of letter with from the Architect of Record as a requirement of issuance of
building permit confurming that the building phase (building and landscape design) has a sufficient score to
meet the Canadian Green Building Council(éﬁliDjﬂvcr 2009 criteria and submission of follow-up letter
confinning that building has been construc 408+ such LEED criteria. The architect of record or
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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 met must include:

a. Heat Island Effect: Roof Credit
b. Storm Water Management Credit

|7. 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. The final Landscape Plan will include
the elements shown 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: T

¥ Htem requiring a separate application.

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

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

The preceding agreements shall provide security to the City, including indemnities, warranties,
equitable/rent charges, Letters of Credit, and withholding permits, as decmed necessary or advisable
by the Director of Development. The form and content of all agreements shall be to the satisfactory
to the Divector of Development.

The subject Zoning Amendment Bylaw 8884 will include a provision that 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 apd Streetscape
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Figure 2: Public Art & On-Site Open Space
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Schedule 1: Rezoning Considerations
7731/7771 Alderbridge Way Rezoning Application

Transportation Servicing Agreement Requirements

Transportation SA Reguirements: All transportation tmprovements identified in the City-approved Transportation Impact
Assessment (TIA) and over the course of the rezoning application process are to be addressed via the servicing agreement
process for this deveJopment. 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. The 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 T.ane) — The scope of work includes the
construction of a full new roadway (the length of which 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 frantage to the north curb inclusive (with a minimum 1.0
m wide hard swface 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 development (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
foliowing elements:

» All road elements and frontage improvements are to be ptaced within the 26.21 o City dedicated road allowance
(includes current City lane allowance and former CPR line parce! dedicated as road) with the exception of the 3.0 m.
wide sidewalk (to be placed within the buifding setback and secured via a Public Right ol Passage Statutory Right of
Way (SROW), with two 4 m x 4 m corner cuts (at both sides of the intersection with Cedarbridge Way), arc to be
provided at rezoning subject to the Public Rights of Passage being able to be converted to dedication by the Developer
as part of. The alignment of this roadway is (o be centered within the city 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 fransitioning to the centerline of Gilbert Road at.the New River Road intersection.

o The ultimate lane configuration, upon completion of construction, shall consist of two westbound traffic lanes, two
eastbound fraffic lanes and a left turn lane at the Gilbert Road/New River Road intersection. Elsewhere along this
roadway, a lcvel grade median is to be pravided to separate eastbound and westbound traffic. The median shall have
decorative paving treatment with features/finishings to be determined by the city. The lane widths are 3.25 m (curb
lanes) and 3.2 m (other {anes and median).

o The frontage improvements of this road project shall consist of curb and gutter on both sides of the road, a [.71m
wide landscaped boulevard (with a single row of sireet trees at 6.0 m on center), 1.8 m wide off-road bike lane
(inclusive of two 0.)5 m level grade concrete bands along the edges of the bike lane), 1.55 m wide buffer (with
bollards and street furniture, street trees, and/or other features designed to separate pedestrian and cyclist traffic), 3.0
m sidewalk, banner poles, hard landscape {eatures, street furnishings, and street lights, At the bus stop (location to be
determined by the city in consultation with Coast Mountain 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 of the Gilbert
Road/New River Road intersection is to be coordinated in conjunction with City Parks and Planning with the overall
layout of the intersection to ensure that safe and effiPippt-pdip@rian and cyclist 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
aJong 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 L.ane., Concrete barriers shall be placed to direct traffic to respect the interim
traffic operations. When New River Road is extended to the north, two-way traffic will be permitied between Gilbert
Road and East Lane. At the New River Road/Cedarbridge Way intersection, traffic movements will be limited to
right-in/right-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 limijted to the
Cedarbridge Way intersection. No driveway or other vehicle access will be permitted along this new roadway.

(i) Widening of Alderbridge Way (along development frontage) - The scope of work includes: 2.0 m road widening over
the length of the development south frontage to altow for the construction of [uture lefl tum lanes; 20:1 taper sections to
tie the road widenming 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 | of
the development (Building | - southwest quadrant of site) and prior to “Final Building Permit Inspection” granting
occupancy for Phase 1. Road Works DCC credits are applicable, but not for the sidewalks compleled within the Public
Rights of Passage SROW. This 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:

s 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 of the 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
the road, a 2.0 m sidewalk and a minimum 1.65 m treed boulevard.

» At the Alderbridge Way/Cedarbridge Way intersection, a full signalized intersection shall be constructed.

o Vehicle access 1o the developinent along Alderbridge Way shalt 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 complete.

(ii1) 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 Alderbridge Way to New River Road. The
Developer is to build the full cross-section inctuding two traffic lanes, two parking lanes, frontage improvements, and
traffic calming measures. This roadway is to be completed as part of Phase | of the development (Building | - southwest
quadrant of site) and prior to “Tinal Building Permit Inspection” granting occupancy for Phase |. 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 and the Director of Development, and shall include, but not limited to the following elements:

» The lane configuration of this 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 10 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 right-in/right-out channelization. This section of Cedarbridge 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, 2 2.35 m sidewalk and a minimum 1.65 m treed boulevard.
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e 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 jntersection shal] be constructed. At the
Cedarbridge/New River Road Intersection, channelization is required to restrict access to right-in/right-out
movements only.

¢ Vehicle access to the development along Cedarbridge Way shall be limited to oue parkade entrance driveway each for
Buildings 1/2/3. Access to Building 4 shall be via the East Lane. Access to the loading area for each building is to be
accomnmodated atong 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.

(1v) Widening of Gilbert Road - The scope of work includes the full curb to curb widening of Gilbert Road for a distance
that is equivalent fo the length of the development Gilbert Road frontage (approximately 50 m). This project is to start
from a distance of approximately 30 m south of the New River Road/Gilbert intersection towards the south and is to end
with 30:) tapers to tie to the existing pavement. Full frontage improvements (including curb and gutter, sidewalk,
boulevard and greenway requiremnents) 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 DCC credits are available for road works completed
within the dedicated road right-of-way as defined in the City DCC program. This 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:

e The lane configuration shall consist of two northbound traffic lanes, two southbound traffic lancs, northbound and
notthbound left turn lane (at the New River Road intersection), northbound and southbound bike lanes and a raised
median with landscaping. The construction of the median is to include banner poles and/or other hard landscape
features. The lane widths are 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 instafled traffic signals that are
required as a result of the construction of the section of New River Road (between Gilbert Road and East Lane) and
frontage works carried out at the southeast corner of New River Road/Gilbert Road. The details of the required signal
modifications are 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 projecl is to be completed as part of Phase 4 of the development (Building 4 -southeast quadrant of
site) and prior to “Final Building Permit Inspection” granting occupancy for Phase 4. DCC 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:

o 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 of widening 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 of the redevelopment of the site to
the east, the lane will be widened 1o 7.5 m and a 1.5 m wide sidewalk will be provided.

e The section of the existing lane north of the lane widening (o be carried out by this development will be converted to a
pedestrian pathway with the current 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 of the lane at the north end to meet the grade of New River
Road; providing a pedestrian crossing at the greenwanddq%ing 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 aceess, vehicular/pedestrian circnlation, toading and utility requirements, but will not
compromise the execution of the ultilnate design. If any temporary works, including stairs, to be located within the
road dedication wiil need to be secured by a City encroachment agreement that ensures their ultimate removal at the
cost of the Devcloper.

» Vehicle access to the development from East Lanc is limited to the parkade entrance to Building 4. Vehicle access to
the site from New River Road via East Lane will be closed upon the completion of the pathway and redevelopment of
the adjacent site to the cast.

(vi) Timing of Road and Traffic Improvements - The timing of the various road and traffic improvements is tied to the
development phases as described eisewhere in this document and as follows. These improvements are to be completed
prior to “Final Building Permit Inspection™ granting occupancy for the respective development phases as described on
Figure 1 and including, but not limited to:

* Phase | (Building 1 - southwest quadrant of site) - Alderbridge Way widening for its entire length; construction of
entire length of Cedarbridge Way, entire length of New Rjver Road, modification of the future traffic signal at the
Gilbert/New River Road intersection and construction of all frontage works facing Building 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.

s Phasc 3 (Building 3 - northeast quadrant of site) - Construction of all frontages works facing Building 3 including
those on the Cedarbridge Way and New River Road frontages.

» Phase 4 (Building 4 - southeast quadrant of site) - All remaining frontage works are to be finished, including the
Cedarbridge Way and Alderbridge Way frontages and all East l.ane works to the extent as shown on Figure 1 or 20m
past the driveway entrance to Building 4, whichever is greater.

NOTE: All frontage works (including curb & gutter, bike paths, boulevards, boulevard landscaping, sidewalks and
pedestrian and 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 Permit Inspection” granting issuance for each of the subject building. The
Developer may elect to undertake more works than outlined in phases above or change the order of the phasing only with
explicit written permission of the City’s Director of Transportation and submission of a revised Functional Road Ptan and
TIA.

(vii) Traffic Signals and Special Crosswalk - The following traffic control devices are to be provided at the fuil cost of
the Developer. Property dedication or Public Rights of Passage right-of-ways (exact dimensions to be confirmed 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 Alderbridge 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 signs, and installation of new communications conduit and cable.

¢ Modifications to the future traffic signals at the Gilbert Road/New 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 sigral poles, bases, junction boxes, signal heads and
conduit; relocation of traffic signal controller cabinet and base; modification and/or installation of accessible
pedestrian signals and itluminated street name signs; repair, modification and/or 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 constructed by the City al the Cedarbndge Way/New River Road
intersection. The Developer will provide the necessary drawings for the full crosswalk signal for approval of the
Director of Transportation. All necessary conduit pre-ducting, signal siandard bases, and other necessary junction and
equipment boxes will be instailed by the Developer within the area of the scope of their works in 2 manner so that the
Developer’s transportation works will not need (o be dug-up or removed to allow for the City’s furure installation of
{be special crosswalk signal. The Developer shall install temporary street light poles/fixtures on the installed bases.
These temporary poles/fixtures are (0 be (ied into the street lighting cireuit and should be designed/built in such a
fashion that allows them to be disconnected in the future,

(viii) Development Vehicle Access - Vehicle 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 permitted.

(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 ensure that emergency vehicle access
requirements are incorporated in the design of road and fraffic improvements for this development. In particular, the
consultants are 10 seek input from Fire-Rescue on whether the overall road and traffic improvements and the tining of
these improvements relative to the development phases (including the 1nterim/ultimate traffic operations in the vicinity of
this development) are adequate for emergency response purposes during construction and post-occupancy.

(x) Construction Parking and Traffic Management Plan - Prior 16 Building Permit approval, the applicant is (o submit a
detailed Construction Parking and Traffic Management Plan to the satisfaction of the City. The preliminary plan is to
identify (for each developinent phase): construction vehicle access, emergency vehicle access, parking facilities for
construction workers, and staging areas for construction vehicles and matertals (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 personne) as per Traffic Control Manual for works on roadways (Ministry of Transportation and
Infrastructure) and MMCD Traffic Regulation Seclion 01570,

’U\——/”/
Aépv\l 5}, 20/ 2.

Signed Dat
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ichmonad Bylaw 8884

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:

. 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 RAM2 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 cither paragraph 8.12.4.2(2) or 8.12.4.2(b) are complied with; and
(b) not less than 3,538 m? of the site is dedicated to the City as road.
Figure 1

GILBERT RD

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 Rise
Apartments (RAH2)

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
3497943 PH - 417



Bylaw 8884

3. This Bylaw may be cited as “Richmond Zouing Bylaw 8500, Amendment Bylaw No. 8884”.

FIRST READING

A PUBLIC HEARING WAS HELD ON
SECOND READING

THIRD READING

OTHER REQUIREMENTS SATISFIED

ADOPTED

MAYOR

3497948
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Minutes

Extract From:
Regular Council Meeting for Public Hearings

Tuesday, May 22, 2012

1. Zoning Amendment Bylaw 8884 (RZ 11-585209)
(Location: 7731 & 777! Alderbridge Way; Applicant: Onni 7731
Alderbridge Holding Corp. and Onni 7771 Alderbridge Holding Corp.)

Applicant’s 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 Hortons 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 termination 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 communicated with him, nor
engaged in any discussion regarding the proposed development.

Mr. Rasberry stated that if the requested rezoning took place, it would make
his 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: (1) the City require the inclusion of retail/commercial space; and
(ii) the satisfactory resolution of the lease tenure matter.
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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 Onui’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, Onnt
include some commercial or retail space in the development that could
accommodate a Tim Hortons Restaurant, and settle any lease issue with Tim
Hortons, and the other businesses, at the subject sitc.

Chris Evans, Onni 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 undertaken.

PHI12/5-6 It was moved and seconded
That, in relation to this rezoning, as a further condition of fourth reading

of the Bylaw, that any leases registered on title, including the lease in
Savour of Tim Hortons Canada, would be discharged.

CARRIED
PH12/5-7 It was moved and seconded
That Zoning Amendment Bylaw 8884 be given second and third readings.
CARRIED
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“To Public Hearing
Date:_f{a 22 2o\
Itam #__%_

Re.Qm‘[qu) 23R 4

May 10, 2012

City of Richmond
6911 No. 3 Road
Richmond, British Columbia V6Y 2C1

Schedule 3 to the Minutes of

Delivered by hand the Council = Meeting for
. Public Hearings held on
Attention: Richmond City Council ' Tuesday, May 22, 2012.

Re: Objection to Re-Zoning Application RZ11 585209
Onni 7731 Alderbridge Holding Corp. and Onni 7771 Alderbridge Holding Corp.

Affecting: 7731 Alderbridge Wayv and 7771 Alderbridge Way, Richmond. BC

This submission is in response to the proposed Onni condo development and the negative impact
it will have on the community aud businesses located at 7731 Alderbridge Way and 7771
Alderbridge Way. :

As noted in the “Report to Committee” by Brian Jackson, dated April 10" 2012, a Tim Hortons
Restaurant is currently located at 125-7771 Alderbridge Way.

As the Owner and Operator of this Tira Hortoos franchised restaurant, I strongﬁr 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 con51der
these issues before approving this development.

1. Within the Official Community Plan (OCP), Section 2.4, Objective 3, Policy (a) identifies
the need to reinforce the regional town centre role of the City Centre by continuing to support
uses which meet the daily shopping and personal service needs of the significant resident and
worker populations. This 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 ifit
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 development is consistent with
thé OCP, it appears to not consider items 9.4.4D a) and b), which reinforce
incorporate mixed-use areas, specifically commercial uses at grade into
think it is establisbed policy that promoting pedestrian related activity '
environment by creating a public environment.
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3. Weurge 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 compounent would provide readily accessible services to the community by making it
more walkable and less dependent on the automobile and therefore better for the
enviropment. '

4. Furthermore, adding ground level retail businesses to a residential development would
provide additional security by adding “eyes on the street” jn conformance with CPTED
(Crime Prevention Through Environmental Design) principles. This principle is particularly
true at this location because this Tim Hortons operates 24 hours a day.

5. Inaddition, 7731 & 7771 Alderbridge Way are located within the TS 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 aftached Appendix A outlines the permutted
uses for TS zoned land. '

6. TS5 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 commercial use. '

7. Further to the TS zoning issue, there is an application cusrently 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 Onni’s current proposal does not do the same.

The above are my policy 1ssues against the proposed Onni development as it currently stands.
Having been a long time resident, business owner, and employer in the City of Richmond I fee]

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
stnce September 2002, and in this time has become part of the community, We serve as a
community 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 s highly unlikely.

9. Onni has'had little or no engagement with myself or the other affected businesses at this site.
Despite our long standing in the community, and almost ten-year history at this location, this
1s my first opportunity 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 this 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 of Richmond residents. Our employment often
provides an opportunity for new residents to develop better language skills, meet their
neighbors, and become comfortable in the community. The absence of commercial/retail

~ space in this development would result in a foss 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 of what 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 TS zoning and
the OCP policies aim to achieve.

The businesses in the area would benefit the growing comnmunity and the new development, by
providing conveniently located services, employment, as well as charitable contributions, while
maintaining the sense of commuuity 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.

As 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 commercial/retail space in keeping with the T5 zoning and OCP policies, as
well as for the bettermeut of the community as a whole.

Sincerely, ’

P
Mike Rasbefry

Owner/Operator Tim Hostons #2324
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Appendix A: TS Zoning Details

T5 Zoning allows for the following uses:

Mixed Multiple-Family Residential/Commenrcial Use and Multiple-Family
Residential, provided that ground floor dwelling units are.:

a) for Pedestrian Oriented Retail Precincts — “High Streets & Linkages™: Not
permitted;

b) for Pedestrian-Oriented Retail Precincts — “Secondary Retail Streets &
Linkages”: Live/Work Dwellings.

Hotef

Office

Retail Trade & Services

Restaurant

Neighbourhood Pub

Institutional Use

Recreation Studio (Studio spaces that provide for a high degree of
transparency and pubhic access along fronting streets and open spaces shall be

‘considered to satisfy requirements for retail continuity i Pedestrian-Oriented

Retail Precincts.)
Community Use
Accessory Uses
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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
neighbourhood needs.

POLICIES:
a) Reinforce the Regional Town Centre role of the City Centre by continuing to
support: '
* The regional 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 Richrond’s
diverse population and contribute to the City Centre’s tourist appeal;
' Uses which meet the dady shopping and personal service needs of the
significant resident and worker populations;

d) Encourage the development of small, pedestrian-friendly, streetfront
convenience and personal service facilities on major roads to complement
neighbourhood service 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
retnforce the establishment of mixed-use areas that provide speclal 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;
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May 16, 2012 o A s LS U5 o
OPERATED BY THE TDL GROUP Corp-
1460 - 51" STREET S.E., CALGARY, ALBERTA T2C 4B4
TELEPHONE (403) 203-7400 « FACSIMILE {403)203-7430

VIA HAND DELIVERED

City of Richmond A .
6911 No. 3 Road Schedule 5 to the Minutes of

Richmond, BC V&Y 2C1 the Council Meeting for
 Public Hearings held on
Dear Sirs & Mesdames: Tuesday, May 22, 2012,

Re: Tim Hortons Restaurant located at 125-7771 Alderbridqe Way, Richmond, BC

1. 'This letter is a submissfon from the TOL 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 applioauoh by Onni. If the re-
zoning is approved In the current form, it will cause irreparable harm to all of the businesses
in and around 7731 Alderbridge Way and 7771 Alderoridge Way.

3. Tim Hortons has been operating at this location since 2002 and our lease of the premises
continues through to 2032. Onnij recently purchased this property feom the previous landlord
and our understanding is that Onni plans to re-develop all of the property located in the
vicinity of the Tim Hortons into fesidential condominiums.

4. Our concern is that Onni has not formally indicated to us, or to any of the other businesses in
the area, their Intentlons for this development. We think it is only fair that Onni should inform
the tenanis of their re-development plans, as they plans will ultimately have a major impact
on alf of the stakeholders, Including the community at farge. '

5. As a condition of their re-zoning approval, Onni should be required to either setlle any
disagreements with the tenants regarding their exisling leases or permit the tenants to
continue operating untd the end of their terrn as agreed to in the leases.

6. We wish to inform City Council that the Tim Horlons {ease has no early termination clause or

demolition clause, so it is abundantly clear lhat there are no legal grounds for termination
available to Onni.

7. We feel that if City Council were to approve Onni's application 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
for all of the businesses at this location, We would like to know if Onpni’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 owner
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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10. Tim Hortons and our Franchisee are positive contributors to the Richmond community. We
operate several locafions in Richmond that have employed hundreds of local residents over
the years. . ’

11. We have been, and continue to be, a strong supporter cf numerous local charities and
organizations thru the Timbits Minor Sports Program, the Tim Hortons Community Cruiser,

and the Tim Rorton Children's Foundatlon. This could alf be lost if Onni re-zoning application
were fo 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 condjition of the re-zoning that Onni:

(a) Include some commercial or retail space in the development that could accommodate
our operations; and

(b) 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 CCRP,

Wiliam Cao
Legal Counsel
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Schedule 4 to the Minutes of
the Council Meeting for

ebCO Public Hearings held on
T9se 7 Tuesday, May 22, 2012.

E B C O INDUS TRI EB LT O.
CELEBRATING BN YEARS IN BUSINLES

May 18, 2012
‘To Public Hearing
Date: S 7/ oret”, 470U
, ltem # =
The Mayor and Council, Re: BF5 &

City of Richmond,
6911 No. 3 Road,
Richmond, BC, VoY 2C1
Vie Fax: 604-278-513%

Dear Mayor and Council:

RE: Development Applicatlon by Onni at 2731 and 7771 Alderbridge Way, Richmona

We are the owners of the property at 7851 Alderbridge Way and the property at 7280 River
Road in Richmond. We have owned these properties since 1968 and 1972 respectively. As the
Mayor and Council is aware, we established and have heen operating twa family owned
manufacturing Companies, namely £bco Industries and Advanced Cyclatron Systems Inc. at
these premises since 1969. Currently, there are about 300 employées between the two
Companies ranging from Engineers and Scientlsts 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 hlgh density residential..Ta this end; we, as the owners of these lands for over 44 years,
wish to ensuce that re-development of any properties in our immediate vicinity do not in any
way interfere with the current and futdre “highest and best” land use of aur [ands. May we
respectfully submit that the highest land values and the equity in our Iands are critical to the
operation & success of our current Companies. Furthermore, protcctlng the “ highest and best”
land values is even mose critical for the future relocation of the current Companies.

For all of the above reasons, we must respectfully inform the Mayer and Council of our
objections related to “View Corridor” considerations inciuded on Page 10 in the Report

( File RZ 11-585209 ) from Director of Development to Planning Committee dated April 10, 2012
in subport' of application by Onni for properties at 7731 and 7771 Alderbridge Way from
Industrial Retail 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 market value of our property at 7280 River Road.

Your Worship Mayor Brodle and esteemed Councilors, we have owned the property at 7280
River Road since 1972 and we do not now want the future market value or the redevelopment
potential of this preperty diminished ar limited or constrained in any way by virtue of the
expectations for 2 view corridor directly opposite our property mentioned in a City of Richmand
Planning Report. l'iurthermofe, we believe-any consideration of a view corridor by the City of
Richmond in faver of & private property owner is equivalent to Council conferring a significant
benefit for that developer while at the same time negatively impacting our lands as the view
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corridar is being given ar implied over our lands thus limiting or diminishing or causing
additional constraints on our lands.

Given that any view corridor conslderations, however minimal, still negatively affect our
property at 7280 River Road and 7851 Alderbridge (in way of future redevelopment), we must
respectfully cequest the Mayor and Council to NOT grant any view corridor considerations to the
above develoument and that the current view corrldor language be removed entirely from here
on prior to any further approvals.

We are hopeful that the Mayor and Council would grant our reuest given that:

= ol request onfy seeks to protect our lands and does not in any way limits the scope of
the above development.

o " that we have owned these lands for over 44 years.

e that the'success of our two Companies, Ebco Industries -and Advanced Cyclotron

~ Systems Inc, with 300 highly paid jobs and growing heavily depends on the contmumg
" highest and Best ” land values for financing of the two Companies.

» we have been 3 strong Corporate stakeholder for the City of Richmond providing
significant support to the city of Richmond ‘s culwural goals including Museums, etc.

We will be pleased to meet the Mayor and Council in person should it be so required.

Yours truly,

Chairman of the Board o CEO aHd President

cC:

George Duncan, CAQ, City of Richmond (Via email: gduncan@richmand.ca )
Brian Jackson, Director of Development (Via email: bjackson@richmond.ca )
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City of | |
Richmond | Minutes
Extract From:

Special (Closed) Council Meeting
Monday, June 4, 2012
RESNO. ITEM

AGENDA ADDITIONS (AND DELETIONS) AND COMMUNITY
CHARTER CLOSED MEETING COMPLIANCE FOR
ADDITIONAL ITEMS

SIC12/4-1 It was moved and seconded
(1)  That the RCMP Contract, be added to the agenda as Item No. 2, and
the previous Item No. 2 now be Itfem No. 3; and

(2)  Council hereby declares tha! 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 the following itens on the agenda of this
meeting comply with the following closed meeting criteria specified in
Section 90 of the Community Charter:

Item 1 90(1)(i) - the receipt of advice that is subject to solicitor-
client  privilege, including commaunications
necessary for that purpose; and '

Item 2 90(1)(c) - labour relations or other employee relations; and

Item 3 90(1)(k) - negotiations and related discussions respecting the
proposed provision of a municipal service that are
at their preliminary stages and that, in the view of
the council, could reusonably be expected to harm
the infterests of the municipality if they were held
in public.

CARRIED
ook ok ok e o SR 8 3 R K oR R R R Ok sl ok ok oK ok 3K 0 K o kR Ok o ok
The Closed Meeting was opened to the public to consider the following:

e 5 ok 3k ok o R KK R 3k R Kk sk sk ofol Kok ok okoRok o K ok oK o R oK Sk KOk

SIC12/4-3 It was moved and seconded
That the following resolution (Resolution No. PHI12/5-6), adopted at the
Regulur Council Meeting for Public Hearings held on Tuesday, May 22,
. 2012, be rescinded:
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Richmond | Minutes
Extract From:

Special (Closed) Council Meeting
Monday, June 4, 2012

RESNO. [TEM
That, in relation to this rezoning, as a further condition of fourth
reading of the Bylaw, that any leases registered on title, including the
lease in favour of Tim Hortons Canada, would be discharged.
CARRIED
SIC12/4-4 It was moved and seconded
That third reading of Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500, Amendment Bylaw
No. 8884 be rescinded.
CARRIED
SIC12/4-5 It was moved and seconded

That Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500, Amendment Bylaw No. 8884 be
referred to the Public Hearing scheduled for June 18, 2012 at 7:00 pm in
the Council Chambers at Richmond City Hall.

CARRIED

RESOLUTION TO CLOSE THE MEETING TO THE PUBLIC

SIC12/4-6 It was moved and seconded

That the Special Council Meeting be closed to the public (5:21 p.m.) (in
accordance with the resolution on closure and compliance adopted earlier
in this meefing).

' CARRIED

a5 oK Ok ok R o o ok ok oK ok s ke ke Of e o ok A o i o sk ok ok ok oK 3Ok oK RO R
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To Public Hearing
Date:_Juunre (B 2017

June 11, 2012

City of Richmond
6911 No. 3 Road
Richmond 8C
VeY 2C1

Attn: Brian Jackson, Director of Planning

Re: Onnl Rezoning Application RZ 11 585209 — Objections by Tim Hortons {TDL Group Corp.) and
Mike Rasberry, Owner/Operator Tim Hortons #2324

Mr. Jackson,

Pursuant to your request, | write in an effort to provide some background and clarification surrounding
the above noted subject matter. | am in receipt of three documents; a letter from Mike Rasberry,
Owner/Operator Tim Hortons #2324 dated May 10, 2013, a fetter from William Cao, Legal Counsel TDL
Group Corp., and the meeting minutes of the Regular Council Meeting for Public Hearlngs, May 22,
2012.

it is important to convey that Onni acquired this property with a lease to Tim Hortons in place. For
clarity the tenant is The TDL Group Ltd. (“TDL”) (Franchisor) and not Mike Rasberry Owner/operator of
Tim Hortans Store # 2324 {Franchisee). [n 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 to 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 for his business as proposed by Onni. These locations
were proposed directly to TDL who we can only conclude passed this information on to Mr. Rasberry.

With respect to TDL, we have been communicating with them since July, 2011. Our discussions have
included our intentions regarding the future redevelopment of the property, the financial 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. | point this out because in
Section 4 of Mr. Cao’s letter, he states Onni has not formally indicated to TDL Group its intensions for
this development. This statement is factually false at best. For Council’s interest | have outlined a
timeline of our discussions below:

- luly 8™ 2011 - formal written notice from Onni to TDL Group with notification of new
ownership of the property.

Suite 300 - 550 Robson 5L sHONE 404 8602 7711
Vancouver, British Columbia Fax 604 4688 7907 R )
. " H PH 432 REAL ESTATE DEVELOFME
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- October 31", 2011 — formal written communication from TOL to Onni acknowledging that Onni
has advised TDL of new ownership and its intent to redevelop the property into four
condominium buildings. TDL notes Onni’s rezoning application submitted to the City.

- November 2", 2012 - Email from Onni to TDL acknowledging receipt of TDL's October 31™ letter
and suggesting to TDL that both groups have some dialogue regarding TDL and Franchlsee’s
concerns

- November 17", 2012 - Video Conference call between Onniand Tim Hortons corporate officers:
lim Preston, Sr. Regional V.P. Western Canada, Greg Vogell, Sr. Regional V.P. Development
Waestern Canada, and David MacKelgan, Manager of Real Estate Development BC, Willlam Cao,
TOL Group Legal Counsel. Note: Onni participated In this video conference at Tim Horton’s
regional office in Langley, BC.

- December 6, 2012 — TDL issues meeting minutes of the November 17" conference call which
include points on relocation of Franchisee’s stare and losses in consideration of early
termination of the lease.

- December 19", 2012 — formal written notice from Onni to TDL acknowledging recelpt of the
meeting minules 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", 2012 - Onni and Dave Mackeigan, Manager of Real Estate and Development 8C
drive around to visit potential locations for the relocation of the Mr. Rasberry’s store. Mr.
MacKeigan met Onnl representatives at Mr. Rasberry’s store and drove around with them to
potential locations.

- March 1, 2012 - email correspondence from TDL to Onni thanking Onni for continuing to wark
with TDL to find a relocation site and asking if we have recelved a Development Permit and if we
have starte( pre-sales.

March 19", 2012 - Conference call between Onni and TDL to discuss matters further in
particular related to relocation options for Mr. Rasberry’s store.

- April 12" 2012 - Emal correspondence between Onnl and TDL Group regarding relocation
options far Mr. Rasberry’s store including three specific locations.

In summary, based on the outline of correspondence to date, it is sbundantly clear Onni and TDL have
been engaged In detailed and formal communications for some time. What's more, we believe Mr.
Rasberry who is the Franchisee has been kept up to speed by TDL with regards to the communication
that has taken place to date.

In closing, it is unfortunate Council was not provided al) of the relevant information with respect to the
ongoing discussions surroundlng the relocation of the Tim Horton’s stare prior to the May 22" Public
Hearing. | trust the information above provides a clearer picture of our efforts to engage Tim Hortons
on matters refated to the redevelopment of our property. Should you have any guestions, please do not
hesitate to contact me

V.P. Development

Suite 300 - 550 Robson 5t PHONE 604 602 7711
Vancouver, British Columbia FAX 604 688 7907 G e
Canada V&8 287 onni.com PH -433 Vpdoam il optafend.
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Send a Submission Online (response #681)

MayorandCouncHIors

From: City of Richmond Website [webgraphlcs@rlchmond ca)
Sent: June 7, 2012 8:05 PM
To: MayorandCouncillors

Subject: Send a Submission Online (response #681)
Categories: 08-4100-02-01 - Development - Inguiries and Complaints - General

Send a Submissio'n Online (response #681)

Survey I nformatlon

Sm"vey Response

Your Name

. Your Address

Subject Property Address OR

Byiaw Number

Comments:

06/12/2012

g Sally Mercer

303- 8880 No. One Road

Page 1 of 1
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With all the High Density Apartments being |
Built on River Road and NO plans for New |
Bridges. Council has to Stop development of

More Apartments until the Roadways are i
Given a Good Look. Industrial Retail used to |

be a prlonty
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